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Low INCOME LABORERS AS LEGAL
CLIENTS: USE PATTERNS AND ATTITUDES

TOWARD LAWYERS*
By ROBERT PAUL HALLAUER**
Lawyers everywhere should be alarmed by what Robert
Paul Hallauer has to say in this article. He has found in his
study of low income black laborers in a Shreveport, Louisiana,
union, a chasm of misunderstanding, lack of communication,
distrust, and the belief that lawyers overcharge poor clients.
Be not lulled by his modest assertions to be cautious in generalizing from data based on 502 interviews to the whole of the
American lower classes. Such cautions are of course required of
the behavioral scientist, but, having read the following pages,
one must suspect that the attitudes of the near-poor who were
met by Robert Paul Hallauer far transcend "Arklatex." The
American lawyer should be moved by a concern for the disadvantaged among his countrymen who, because of deeply ingrained distrust of professionals, and because of the real risk of
catastrophic legal costs, are frequently inhibited, or actually prvented from seeking out legal assistance for protection of their
rights.
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INTRODUCTION

F three of every four people who use lawyers agree with the
statement that "lawyers charge too much," and if over half
agree that "lawyers can't be trusted," there exists a prima
facie case for improvement of legal services - at least for
the sample group. If 28 percent of the problems experienced
by the sample group result in legal fees which the clients cannot afford, and if 25 percent of the group believes that onehalf hour of mere consultation with a lawyer will cost over
$25, then, clearly, economic obstacles lie between the clients
and their full use of legal services. Finally, if half the group
believes it is hard to find a lawyer when one is needed, and
that even when found, a lawyer will be likely to reject them as
clients, then reasonably, some are not bringing their problems
to lawyers because of hostility and distrust. These and similar
conclusions are reached after an extensive American Bar
Foundation study of low income union laborers as legal clients
in Shreveport, Louisiana, in 1970. These findings inevitably
raise the question of how many of America's low and moderate
income earners regard lawyers with economic fear and straightforward distrust.
The reasons for such attitudes are not difficult to imagine. For many, going to a lawyer is not a routine or familiar
activity. For the near-poor, seeking out legal services opens the
door to catastrophic costs - similiar to visiting a specialized
medical clinic for diagnosis of an unknown but potentially dangerous disease. Catastrophic legal expenses, like catastrophic
medical expenses, are to be avoided except when in absolute
extremis because the legal client (patient) has no reasonable
notion of how to assess the fairness of the fee. At best, he can
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provide himself with only a rough estimate of whether he has
received his money's worth.
Distrust may not be simply a question of high cost or fear
of high cost. When one is put in the hands of a licensed professional for the purpose of solving a grave problem, often
by manipulations behind closed doors, one fears not only the
monetary costs, but also the loss of control over the normal life
that dependence brings. The legal problem, which had become
an aspect, however painful, of the client's own life, becomes
at some point the object of the ministrations of others, who
proceed at their own pace and according to their own rules.
What often begins as a personal, economic, or marital problem
typically threatens to become the subject of formal public
ritual in court, a prospect that is not only threatening to the
client, but also depersonalizing inasmuch as he is merely
"represented."
This potential loss of psychological control over events
can be seen in two ways. First, the prospective client must
confront the social gulf between himself as a low income,
working class person and the middle class professional working
out of an imposing office in a foreign milieu. The client thus
faces a situation containing a natural element of intimidation.
It is the sort of situation one might be tempted to put off unless
the need for a lawyer becomes unavoidable - for example,
formal proceedings have forced a defensive response. Otherwise, status and class differences discourage either seeing the
problem as legal or seeking the assistance of a lawyer.
Second, the prospective client frequently is unsure that his
problem is specifically a legal one; he will have to go to a
lawyer to find out. There may be a real difference between
the individual's moral evaluation of a dispute and society's
formal authoritative evaluation of it. He may doubt whether
his problem is in fact capable (or deserving) of resolution
through formal legal processes. Perhaps the problem can be
solved short of formal adjudication, but the client cannot know
this until he sees the lawyer; as well, lawyers inevitably imply
the threat of formal processes. These doubts magnify the psychological threshold which must be crossed by the potential
client before he is likely to see a lawyer about his problem.
The psychological costs of escalating to formal procedures may
be as prohibitive for many clients as the anticipated economic
costs.'
See Mayhew &Reiss, The Social Organizationof Legal Contacts, 34 Am.
Soc. REv. 309, 311 (1969). The authors observe:
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It is true that some legal procedures, such as traffic tickets,
mortgages or leases, and for some, divorce and minor criminal
proceedings, become familiar and routinized even for those
whose lives and occupations are remote from lawyers and
courts. But for many, contact with the law represents a catastrophe - great or small - in which one's loss of economic control is accompanied by loss of psychological control over the
situation, despite its formally "professional" nature.
The following material reports the results of a study of
the legal experiences and attitudes of one low income group
of laborers. Members of Shreveport, Louisiana, Local 229 of
the Laborer's International of North America were interviewed
by an American Bar Foundation Research team. 2 Of the then
583 union members, 502 responded to a long questionnaire
schedule 3 in interviews of approximately half an hour. 4 Respondents were asked questions to elicit material on how and
whether they had used lawyers in the past, what they understood their lawyers to have done, what they thought of the
lawyers' services, and what they regarded as a legal situation.
As well, they gave basic demographic data about themselves.
Previous studies of this type [the social organization of legal contacts] have regularly shown a strong relation between income and
the use of professional legal services. Differences by income are
then attributed to the fact that the poor cannot afford legal representation, that they are unaware of legal problems and servvices, and that they distrust attorneys.... This view can be described as a "resources" theory of legal representation. Those
who have resources such as income, and to a lesser extent other
resources such as education, confidence, and social connections,
are more likely to perceive the need for, afford, and gain access
to legal services. Resources, therefore, account for the distribution of the use of lawyers in the population.
To any such "resources" theory of legal representation must
be added a distinct psychological dimension. Not only do money
and social structure determine legal contact or the lack of it, but
subjective inhibitions as well. Such inhibition arises out of an
ethos which has not integrated legal services. In this ethos is
a tension between a view of the legal system as upholding the
established order, and the legal system as a mechanism for problem-solving.
See also F. MARKS, THE LEGAL NEEDS OF THE POOR: A CRITICAL ANALYSIS 10 (1971); Marks observes:

Our data pertaining to problem indentification by the poor and
their modes of relating problems to the legal system suggest
that a fundamental outlook is involved - an ethos born of poverty, isolation, and past nonuse of legal services. This ethos
directly affects the poor's putative use of the legal system....
[T]he view of the legal process held by the poor is narrow and
rigid.
2 Interviews were conducted almost exclusively in the union hall. Fifteen
of the 502 were call-back interviews conducted in the homes of the
interviewees.
3 See app., p. 218 infra, for complete questionnaire schedule.
4 Interviewers - Shreveport residents - were paid and trained by the
American Bar Foundation research team in charge of the project. This
five-member team kept two of its number in the field with interviewers at all times, assuring close supervision of all interviewing.
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The study was made because this particular union was about
to begin a program of prepaid legal services funded in part out
of union dues. The material presented here, which will eventually be part of a larger study, 5 is taken from the first battery of interviews, administered before the prepaid legal services program went into effect. Briefly, Local 229's membership
is unskilled, of low income (generally just above the poverty
line 6), and almost exclusively construction workers. All but
7
eight of the interviewees were black.
Regardless of inferences to be drawn from this study, the
findings may not necessarily apply to the American population
at large." On the other hand, one should not conclude that
this study is only about southern low income black men work5 See note * supra.
6 It is not clear how "poverty level" should be defined in the United
States. The Social Security Administration based their definition on the
Consumer Price Index, and determined that $3,555 per year for a family
of four in urban areas was the poverty level. U.S. DEP'T OF COMMERCE,
STATISTICAL

ABSTRACT OF THE UNITED STATES

1970, Table 498.

But the

yearly income guide for eligibility for the OEO Legal Services program
is not identical to this definition of the poverty level In Shreveport, for
example, the figure for legal aid was $3,800. The families of the members of Local 229 averaged about four, and the family incomes were
just below an average of $4,500 annually.
7 Extensive demographic data are set out in section I. A. infra.
8 It was noted above that the population studied here was homogeneous
with respect to certain characteristics, for which there was no formal
control in the study. It is believed that socioeconomic remoteness from
lawyers characterizes many of America's near-poor, of which the present
population is a sample.
The homogeneity of the group studied here also presents some
advantages from the point of view of analysis. With respect to certain
characteristics, such as education, previous legal experience, age, income,
and marital status, one is able to observe relationships to legal attitudes
and use better than one would if the population were heterogeneous.
For example, if the low education of the oldest members of the group
seems to account for a given attitude, one is not troubled by the potentially powerful intervening influence of such variables as occupation,
race, and sex (which in this study were constants or, in the case of
race, a near-constant). Having some major variables automatically
controlled should lead to more precision in analyzing relationships among
the major variables.
It should also be noted that imbedded in the method of this study are
certain limitations that are more or less inevitable. The interviews
attemped to bridge a social and psychological gap between research
social scientists on the one hand and working class respondents on the
other. Even with such "correctives" as the utilization of interviewers
whose socioeconomic status was more similar to the respondents, one
must still recognize that the survey was designed by mainly middleclass white, northern professionals for administration to a group of
mainly black construction workers in a southern city. There are going
to be aspects of the respondents' lives that will be missed or misinterpreted, or perhaps, for reasons good and sufficient to the respondents,
kept to themselves.
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ing in the construction trades. It is hoped that the data here
represent to some degree that large number of Americans
who, by virtue of their socioeconomic status, life style, education, and occupation are distant from lawyers: those who do not
routinely see lawyers, or desire to, or know very much about
them, regardless of their ability to hire them. Some expectations,
often supported by past studies, provided a series of basic hypotheses which suggest how such a lawyer-distant group might
feel about the use of legal services. First, the ownership of real
property exposes one to legal experience. Mayhew and Reiss
found that "[tihe best predictors of contact with attorneys are
family income and property ownership . . . ." Like the group
in the Mayhew and Reiss study, our sample is differentiated by
income and includes a substantial proportion of home and
vehicle owners. The legal profession is, according to Mayhew
and Reiss, "[o] rganized to serve property and a few other problems, notably divorces and accidents, [and] the legal profession provides little professional representation and advice in
relation to a broad panoply of problems surrounding such daily
matters as the citizens' relation to merchants or public authority."' 0 One hypothesis might be that workers having the highest incomes and the most extensive involvement in the property
cycle would have more frequent recourse to legal services.
Second, it can be suggested that it is not so much income
and property, as such, which bring the clients into contact with
lawyers, but rather the problems that a group identifies as
legally known and settled matters. To a large extent, community views about what constitutes a legal need or problem
will circumscribe the views of individuals; this increases as
the community is economically or otherwise disadvantaged.
Arguably, the poor and near-poor are least willing and capable of approaching lawyers on matters other than those which
"everyone knows" are legal, i.e., the most traditional matters.
These are frequently property matters. The view that the
poor and near-poor tend to define their legal problems as the
9Mayhew & Reiss, supra note 1, at 311.
at 317. These authors hypothesized that the higher the incomes the

10M.

greater the proportion of matters relating to property among the low
income population's legal problems. This was accounted for in large
part by real estate-related problems. The present study's findings are

consistent with the view that contact increases with involvement in real

estate matters. But the present study did not find, as did Mayhew and
Reiss, that contact with lawyers increased directly with income. This
may be explained by the homogeneity of the population in our study,
either with regard to race or income. The population studied by May-

hew and Reiss included both blacks and whites, and both affluent and

poor respondents. For the relationship between real estate and legal
experience in the present study, see Tables 9, 13, and 14, infra.
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most traditional and settled ones, and that this confines their
use of legal services, is presented by F.R. Marks:
[T]he kinds of problems defined by the poor as legal and hence
the kinds of legal services requested by the poor were highly
traditional [in the OEO Legal Services Program]. Recognized,
settled legal remedies were sought. The frontiers of "new property," of discrimination law, of housing and landlord-tenant
law, of welfare entitlement-

the core items of the law reform

conception of the OEO Legal Services Program-were eschewed. There was little attempt to define these things as "legal
problems."'"
Felt legal need and legal demands may be severely structured
by economic status. Evidence of this should be discernible in
the group studied here, which, although "near-poor," was differentiated economically and with regard to property. Generally, we expected this group to use the law in a "traditional"
way.
Third, in a group differentiated by education and age, one
would normally expect the young and the educated, rather
than an older, uneducated subgroup, to shed their doubts about
crossing color and class lines and overcome psychological or
cultural obstacles to seeking legal services. They should be less
distrustful of lawyers unless and until experience teaches them
otherwise. It is possible that their legal experiences are less
stressful and inhibiting.
Fourth, a substantial portion of this group might be exinability
pected to have a low level of "legal awareness" -an
to identify situations in which a lawyer could be helpful in his
normal professional capacity.' 2 Unfamiliarity with legal matters, lack of education, and lack of training in verbal skills
might all contribute to low legal awareness. One would expect
this group to have a generally low level of understanding of
what lawyers do and poor ability to define a "legal" situation.
A low level of legal awareness or sophistication, should it exist,
would help to explain why low income clients seem to approach
lawyers more frequently in the most traditional and settled
legal areas which "everybody knows" are legal.
The present study seeks to examine these hypotheses because they point to fundamental legal needs that are widely
11 F. MARKS, supra note 1, at 9.
12 See J. CARLIN, J. HowARD & S.

MESSENGER, CIVIL JUSTICE AND THE POOR

61-63 (1967). One cannot infer that legal awareness leads to increased
use of lawyers. Legal awareness encompasses less than "legal competence." Legal competence includes both awareness and assertiveness.
Assertiveness is related to what we have called here the "threshold"
problem, which is distinct from knowledge about what lawyers can, in
principle, do. Legal competence is close to "legal sophistication," discussed in the conclusion, p. 213 infra.
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believed to remain unmet among low income people. If it
emerges that the poor or near-poor cannot make full use of the
legal system beyond the most traditional areas of adjudication,
such as the area of real property, if cultural and psychological
inhibitions magnify economic disincentives for seeing lawyers,
and if the work of lawyers and courts remains misunderstood
or unknown, the legal profession must face the accusation that
its trade has been unable or unwilling to bridge major communication gaps, perhaps for reasons of discrimination and class
bias. The data which follow should help to clarify how far
these legal needs may'remain unmet for low income persons.
I. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF LOCAL 229
A.

Basic Demography
As noted earlier, the group was limited to blacks (with
eight exceptions) and males. All 502 respondents were members
of a single union and all but a handful were construction laborers. They were all southerners, living in or near Shreveport,
Louisiana, in the "Arklatex" region which also includes the
cities of Texarkana and Marshall, Texas. Although we do not
have data on geographic migration within this group, the respondents rarely told us they were from another part of the
country, so the group can be regarded as fundamentally
homogeneous.
While generally homogeneous, the sample group was measurably differentiated in certain categories enabling us to develop some meaningful heterogeneous correlations. Heterogeneity was found in the factors of age, education, marital status,
income, home ownership, number of dependents, vehicle ownership, and savings practices.
The members of Local 229 were middle-aged to old, having
a median and a mean age close to 50. As Table 1 shows, only
7 percent of the respondents were under 30, only 23 percent
were under 40, while almost 20 percent were over 60.
TABLE 1

Percent of Respondents in Each of Five Age Groups
Age Group

Percent

Under 30
30-39
40-49

7
16
29

50-59

30

60 and over

3

19

N=499
13 For this and all other tables which were derived from machine-tablulated contingency tables, a Chi Square statistic was calculated. Acceptable significance levels for this study were placed at .050 and smaller.
Where tables are based on a-Chi Square above .050, this is indicated in
a textual note accompanying the table.
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Our sample had little formal education. About one-fourth
of the group had less than 3 years. Dropping out of school
showed high incidence from the fourth through sixth grade, so
that well over half the group completed less than 6 years of
school.
TABLE 2 Percent of Respondents in Each of Five Education
Categories
Years of School

Completed
12 and over
9-11
7-8
4-6
0-3

Percent
8
14
24
32
23
N=498

Most of the group were married and families were often
large. The number of dependents living in the household,
including children not yet grown, was also high.
TABLE

3

Percent of Respondents Having Children and
Dependents

Number of
Children

None
1
2
3
4
5 and over

Percent of
Respondents

13
13
12
13
10
29
N=499

Number of
Dependents

None
1
2
3
4
5 and over

Percent of
Respondents

10
40
10
10
9
21
N=499

The members of Local 229 had generally low incomes. The
term "just above poverty level" has been used in this study,
but observe that some members of the group are certainly below that level. Because of the irregular and seasonal nature
of construction labor, "adequate" income in one year may fall
below the poverty level the next. In many families income was
supplemented from other sources. Of the married respondents,
39 percent had wives who worked at least part-time and some
of the respondents held additional jobs, or derived income from
farming.
TABLE 4 Percent of Respondents in Each of Five Income Groups
(1969 Incomes)
Income Group
(Respondent

Only)
Under $3000
$3000-$3900
$4000-$4900
5000-$5900

6000 and over

Income Group
(Total Family

Percent
26
21
26
17

10
N=450

Income)
Under $3000
$3000-$3900
$4000-$4900
$5000-$5900

$6000 and over

Percent
23
17
22
18

20
N=466
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Two additional factors affected the respondents' economic level.
First, the occupation of this group requires travel to job sites
that are constantly being shifted. Owning a car or truck is a
near-necessity because many of the respondents live over 25
miles from their jobs. Second, with advancing age, the ability
of a construction laborer to get a long-term assignment declines
since he is no longer recognized as able to lift heavy objects
or work extended hours. As noted above, Local 229 is a relatively old group, and income fell off with advancing age as
indicated in Table 5, infra.
A clear demographic picture appears for home ownership,
vehicle ownership, and savings practices. Sixty-one percent
of the group owned their own homes, 33 percent rented, and
6 percent had some other arrangement (such as living with
parents or relatives). Eighty-four percent owned at least one
motor vehicle; over half of the vehicle owners had more than
one. Finally, 39 percent of the respondents had a savings
account.
B.

Demographic Correlations

Among the above basic demographic factors, certain significant correlations should be mentioned here. As will be
seen later, the relationships between age, education, and income
factors may offer clues to attitudinal differentiation between
sample subgroups. As was noted above, the high incomes are
enjoyed by the middle-aged respondents.
TABLE

5

Average Family Income for Five Age Groups
Age

Income

Under 30

$4556

30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and over

5134
4946
4136
3549
N=465

In addition, there was a relationship between education
and age, older respondents tending to be considerably less
educated. In fact, education and age were so closely related
that they can be used interchangeably, and at some points in
this study they have been. This is particularly true for the
younger, more educated group, which as sections II and III will
show, had distinct use patterns and attitudes toward lawyers.
The average education of each group is shown in Table 6.

1972

LOW INCOME LEGAL CLIENTS

Table 6

Average Education for Five Age Groups
Age
Under 30
30-39
40-49

50-59
60 and over

Average Number
of Years Completed
10.5
8.4
6.0

5.2
3.9
N=498

There is also a strong possibility that older, low income,
poorly educated respondents form a distinct group with regard
to legal use patterns and attitudes. Table 7 indicates the extent
to which income differs according to both education and age.
TABLE..7

Average Family Income for Respondents by Age and
Education

Age
Under 30

30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and over

Education
4-8 Years
0-3 Years
$4625

$4650
4589
3685
3403
N=102

4757
4708
4278
3641
N=262

9 or
More Years
$4533

5566
5679
4608
N=100

Homeownership varied with martial status. Those married
and living with their spouses accounted for almost all of the
homeowners (93 percent). Among the single respondents, 42
percent rented their homes, while 49 percent had some "other"
arrangement, neither owning nor renting, leaving only 9 percent as homeowners. Respondents who had been divorced,
separated, or widowed tended to rent their homes. Because of
this marital status-homeownership relationship, homeownership
was related to having a working spouse in the family. This
we do not know whether
should not be surprising -although
the wife's working enabled the family to own its home, or the
contracting of a mortgage required her to work. The high income respondents accounted for no more of the homeowners
than the low income respondents, nor did homeownership relate
to having a savings account. Consequently, the observer should
resist the temptation to presuppose a kind of "middle class"
syndrome of substanital homeowners, high earners, and savers.
The homes were frequently very humble.
One additional point should be made before use and nonuse of lawyers is examined. Age will be a fundamental variable when activity over a lifetime is the object of study. As
time passes, events affecting the respondent accumulate. These
include demographic characteristics that are normally acquired
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in any population, such as marriages, divorces, children, and
major purchases. Naturally, these events will also include
legal occurences, so that as the years pass, more legal experience is likely to have accumulated for a respondent - including
the increased likelihood of a single traumatic "bad" legal experience - and he may have formed attitudes substantially on
the basis of this increased and accumulated experience. Thus,
age is used as a control variable in parts of this study. The
reader is asked to remain aware of the potential operation of
age as a specifically "cumulative" demographic variable. For
any measure in which the passage of time increases the probability of some event, age will be an inevitable "explanatory"
factor.
II. USERS AND NONUSERS OF LEGAL SERVICES
Among the main purposes of this study was the investigation of possible psychological and economic obstacles to the
use of legal services. A clue to such obstacles may lie in demographic differences between users and nonusers. Only 54 percent of the members of Local 229 had ever been to a lawyer. 14
Typically - 263 instances - the client had gone to a private
lawyer; 15 only three respondents had taken a problem to legal
aid, six had gone to a public defender, and one had sought the
aid of the prosecutor. In most cases, 63 percent, the individual
had taken only one problem to the private lawyer. Twentyseven percent had taken two problems, and 10 percent had taken
three or more problems to a lawyer. Rarely did an individual
use more than one lawyer for the same problem. Five percent
of the respondents said they had been to more than one lawyer
with their first problem. Nine percent of those with two problems had gone to more than one lawyer with their second problem. In general those who used lawyers did not have occasion
to be advised or represented frequently; instances of multiple
use were the exception. Of the 54 percent of the respondents
who had used lawyers, over half had been to one lawyer once
with one problem.
The remaining 46 percent had never been to a lawyer. This
is an important fact about this group, and conceivably, about
low income populations in general. The hypothesis that low income persons stay away from lawyers in great numbers is
14 They were asked, "Have you ever taken a problem to a private lawyer
or a free legal service, such as legal aid, the public defender, or the city,
state, or federal prosecutor?" See app., question 1, infra.
15 They were asked, "How many problems have you taken to: (a) a

private lawyer? ......

defender? ............

,

. ... ..

[actual number], (b) legal aid? ............
.... . .

(d) prosecutor? .......

,

(c) public

See app., question 2, infra.
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supported when legal experience (defined as ever having been
to a lawyer) is controlled by age.
TABLE 8

Percent Who Have Been to a Lawyer for Five Age
Groups
Age Group
Under 30
30-39
40-49
50-59

60 and over

Percent
28
46
61
52

66
N=499

Age alone does not account for legal experience except in the
sense that the older respondents tend to have accumulated more
legal experience. There appears to be some leveling off after
middle age, but it should be remembered that repeated legal
experience would not increase the raw percentage of those having ever gone to a lawyer.
There was no direct relationship between income and legal
experience, whether individual income or family income was
used as a measure. Education, however, did have a bearing on
legal experience; those with 12 years or more of schooling had
far less legal experience than the other respondents. This relationship was produced by the youthfulness of the more educated respondents, and controlling for age caused the relationship between education and experience to disappear for those
over 30.
The under-30 group forms a subset of the sample whose
education is much higher than the group average, but whose
legal experience is low. There were only eight under-30 individuals educated beyond the eighth grade who had any legal
experience. Unfortunately this subset is small, making it difficult to draw inferences. One would reasonably expect its use
patterns and attitudes to differ markedly from other groups.
Nevertheless it should be pointed out that this group will
become larger as the educational level of the whole union
local improves.
Three demographic variables did relate to use and nonuse
of lawyers services. One was residence, defined as owning one's
own home, renting, or having some other arrangement. Homeowners used lawyers more frequently and renters used them
less frequently than the group as a whole. Those with other
arrangements used lawyers far less than homeowners or renters, but this group is a small one made up of predominantly
youthful clients.
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TABLE

9 Percent with Legal Experience for Each Type of Residential Arrangement
Percent Having

Residence
Homeowners

Renters

Those with other
arrangements

Legal Experience
63

44

27
N=499

This is consistent with the hypothesis that the legal experiences would tend to cluster about such traditional matters as
property, of which homeownership is a major instance. The
homeowners would tend to be exposed to disputes in such areas
as mortgages, title transfer, and succession, while renters would
be exposed to far fewer of these kinds of cases. As will be
seen, about 30 percent of the legal problems of the entire
sample can be related to home ownership.
Similarly, ownership of a motor vehicle tends to expose
one to legal experience, and to structure the kind of legal
experience. Of those without motor vehicles, 38 percent had
been to a lawyer, while 55 percent of those with one vehicle
had been, and for those with two or more vehicles, the proportion rose to 62 percent.
A third demographic category related to use of lawyers
might also be linked, although more tenuously, with our "property matters" hypothesis. Those who had a savings account
tended to have legal experience: 65 percent of those with savings accounts had seen a lawyer, 35 percent had not. Although
we cannot support it with data herein, having a savings account
can be evidence of involvement in property matters. The accumulation of savings often signals significant purchases, such
as autos, farms, furniture, or homes, and thereby the saver
becomes involved in property-related problems. Some of these
may lead to litigation. The individual is brought into contact
with that area in which low income people tend to find their
legal problems. Conversely, not having a savings account may
indicate lack of interest in acquiring property, or inability to
marshal the economic resources to do so. As a result, lack of a
savings account indicates lesser involvement in what are typical
litigation-breeding activities for the near-poor.
Again, there is no evidence for a general "middle-class life
style" among these clients to account for the degree of their
legal involvement. One could argue that either those closest
to or most distant from the middle class are likely to cross
swords with legal opponents and require thereby the services
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of lawyers - the former because of their involvement in property matters, the latter because of their economic or social
instability. That is not the point here, and we have no evidence
for a general middle-class life style. Home ownership, for
example, does not seem to relate to income. Use of lawyers
seems to relate to specific behavior, activities, or events.
Nonuse of lawyers appears as mechanistic as use of lawyers; it seems unrelated to any general socioeconomic level.
Renting his home, for example, gives the individual one less
reason to ever see a lawyer; riding the bus exempts him from
a whole series of additional legal disputes. Because his income is low, he is excluded from many areas where he will
face litigation, and from even more where he would initiate it.
Least of all will he venture into remote or unsettled areas of
the law (such as consumer protection, landlord-tenant, or racial
discrimination). He is not likely to have the time, money, or
psychological motivation to expose himself to risk in an alien
context.
In sum, the demographic background data tells us that for
these low income workers certain activities seem likely to involve the individual in legal disputes, including primarily those
which surround or are associated with the purchase of a home,
the ownership of a motor vehicle, and, conceivably, the establishment of savings account. As the next section will show, the
types of problems these clients had when they went to lawyers
in fact do reflect those demographic peculiarities which expose
some groups to more litigation than others. We cannot explain
with any precision why 46 percent of the members of Local 229
have never been to a lawyer. There are probably strong cultural and psychological disincentives, possibly related to the
ambiguities of America's disintegrating race-caste system. At
this point we can only note that this 46 percent has generally
been avoiding matters of property and the less settled matters
that sometimes come before the law, and has succeeded thereby
in avoiding legal experience altogether.
In addition to the 46 percent who have never seen a lawyer,
fully 55 individuals - or about 10 percent of the entire sample
had been able to identify a legal situation, realizing that a
lawyer's services were called for, but still found themselves
16
unable to make the first contact and seek a lawyer's help.
16

After the question: "Have you ever had a problem you thought at the
time a lawyer might be able to help you with, but you didn't go to a
lawyer?", the respondents were asked the further probe: "Haven't you
ever thought of using a lawyer's services, but didn't?" The respondents
who answered affirmatively were asked for details of the problem.

See app., question 5, infra.
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As well, another example of nonuse is shown in that fully
52 individuals- again about 10 percent of the entire sample had been to a lawyer at some time in the past with a problem,
but, finding themselves in a subsequent legal situation, had
been unable to cross the threshold of contacting a lawyer a
second time.
III. USE PATTERNS
A. The Contact Threshold
A most vital question in this study is how the clients got in
touch with the lawyers. In any study that takes as its starting
base the potential prevalence of negative attitudes toward lawyers and massive nonuse of their services, the legal problem
as first encountered by the client presents a crucial threshold.
This threshold involves the behavior of "lawyer-seeking," the
problem of lawyer proximity, and the question of whether the
client will be able to initiate the contact with a lawyer.
Of every 10 members of Local 229, at least one, by his own
account, was unwilling or unable to cross that threshold, i.e.,
he was one of the 55 individuals having a legal problem but
never seeing a lawyer. But this is only a superficial statement
of the problem. Almost 20 percent of those with legal experience had, at one time or another, a subsequent legal problem
which they decided not to take to a lawyer. 17 An unknown
number of others had very possibly forgotten, or decided not to
mention to our interviewers, that they had a legal problem
which they had decided not to take to a lawyer. This would
seem an especially strong possibility in such sensitive areas as
potential divorce actions, estate settlement, paternity disputes,
or criminal proceedings. If there were respondents who were
unwilling to talk about certain sensitive, painful, or personal
problems, they may have been reluctant to discuss them with
lawyers for the same reason, or with those whom they might
approach in order to find a lawyer. Finally, one major obstacle,
in addition to those just mentioned, might be the difficulties
in getting in touch with a lawyer. All these indications show
that the structure and setting of legal contacts require investigation as a precondition or threshold of legal use patterns.
The respondents were asked who was their "most important
contact" for each problem they took to a lawyer18 Named most
1tAll the respondents were asked, "Have you ever had a problem you
thought at the time a lawyer might be able to help you with, but you
didn't go to a lawyer?" See app., question 5, infra.
18 The respondents were asked, "We are interested in how you happened
to go to this lawyer. How did you find out about him?" See app., question 13, infra.

1972

LOW INCOME LEGAL CLIENTS

often was a "friend or relative." The distribution in Table 10
points to what can be described as a "lay referral system."
TABLE 10

Most Important Contact for Finding a Lawyer (All
Problems Mentioned)
Contact
Friend or relative
Family lawyer or previously known
Recommended by other party
Community reputation
Saw lawyer's name or office
Coworker
Another lawyer
Union
Employer
Phone book
Other source
Undetermined
Total

Percent
52
14
8
4
2
2
1
1
1
1
9
4
99
N=402

Clearly the mechanism of contact with lawyers is informal and
mediated through primary groups, especially the family. To
the extent that formal economic and legal institutions provide
contact with the lawyer, they are fragmented into individual
referrals such as lawyers, unions, and businesses, and account
for only about 5 percent of the total contacts. In the absence
of any structured mechanism of contact (such as lawyer referral services), it appears that contact is almost random; that
is, the lawyer one goes to is the one known to the family, or
recently retained by one's friends. Approaching a particular
lawyer is seldom done through rational choice or formal administration. When attitudes toward lawyers are examined in
the following section, it will be worth considering whether the
frequent negative attitudes toward lawyers might be an outcome of the unstructured, ambiguous, and possibly random or
irrational mechanism of contact.
This pattern of legal contact is consistent with previous
findings about the communications networks within which low
income clients must operate in dealing with professionals. For
example, in their study of the OEO Legal Services Program,
which aimed at providing free legal services to the poor, Fisher
and Ivie observed that "informal channels of communication
are the most important source of information about free legal
service. A substantial proportion of the clients at each program
found out about free legal service from a friend, relative,
neighbor, or coworker -generally another poor person."'1 The
19 K. FIsHIE
PORTUNITY

(1971).

&

C. IVIE, FRANCHISING JUSTIcE: THE OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPLEGAL SERVICES PROGRAM AND TRADITIONAL LEGAL AID 14

DENVER LAW JOURNAL

VOL. 49

authors learned that relatively few clients found out about the
programs through the mass media, advertising leaflets, phone
listings, or seeing the office itself.20 Although the authors did
not believe physical distance operated as a prohibitive barrier
to the use of free legal services, this study deals with the problems of approaching a private lawyer and paying out of one's
pocket. The possible influence of physical remoteness should be
considered, together with the supposed absence of any merchandising of lawyers' services.
B.F. Christensen has observed that:
Urbanization also affects the individual's ability to find the
help he needs to solve his problems and pursue his remedies.
In the first place, the lawyers who practice in the cities are not
usually where the people are. Much of the urban population

growth in recent years has taken place in the areas contiguous
to the central cities. Thus, many people of moderate means live
in neighborhoods and communities that, although integral parts

of the urban complex, are somewhat dispersed geographically.
The lawyers,21on the other hand, tend to be concentrated in the
city centers.
Lawyers, who typically have offices in the business section of
the city, are not visible to the public, Christensen argues, and
"[a] s a consequence, people with problems calling for legal
services may simply fail to think of lawyers as possible sources
of help. ' 22 This urban concentration which physically removes
the client from the lawyer may account for the saliency of informal mechanisms of contact, and perhaps for some of the
reluctance to use lawyers at all.
Lawyers' self-imposed restrictions on advertising, in contrast to the sophisticated promotion used for distribution of
goods and nonprofessional services, may also serve to separate
lawyer and client. If so, low income, poorly educated clients
would seem to be particularly vulnerable. Christensen argues
that:
Another factor affecting the use of lawyers by people of
moderate means is the pervasive effect of modern advertising
and marketing techniques. Today's consumer has become conditioned to techniques that offer him goods and services in the
most accessible, convenient, and attractive manner. They come to
him, pre-mixed, pre-cooked, pre-packaged, and easy to acquire.

To expect people to pursue a completely self-reliant course in
Their findings parallel those of the present study. Apparently clergy

2

were an important source for Local 229, but our questionnaire was so
structured that they were placed in the "other" category of contacts.
0 Id.

21

B.

22

Id.

CHRISTENSEN, LAWYERS FOR PEOPLE OF MODERATE MEANS

133 (1971).
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seeking out and securing the services of lawyers regardless of
23
the obstacles is surely to expect too much.

It appears, therefore, that when the members of Local 229
relied upon informally acquired knowledge of lawyers and law
practice - a typical and workable approach in other contexts they used an inefficient method for low income clients in an
urban setting. The group studied here faced at least a double
handicap when they had to contact a lawyer: the lawyers'
offices were frequently some distance from their neighborhoods,
and the "packaging" of lawyers' services was geared toward
their commercial customers downtown rather than the low
income consumer.
B.

Defining a "Legal" Problem

One of the most important elements in lawyer-client contact is the potential client's consciousness that his problem is in
fact legal. A client unfamiliar with the law and with the professional services of lawyers is especially vulnerable to doubts
about whether his problem is "legal" or not; this would account
for the tendency to see a lawyer only about the most traditional
and settled matters. Similarly, it should not be surprising that
a person with indistinct and ambiguous notions about the definition of a legal problem would not see a lawyer until and unless the problem had become serious or even desperate. Ambiguity about legal definitions would frustrate "preventive law"
as a way of dealing with problems before they become desperate. Even where the problem, is clear, a low income client
would not always want to approach a lawyer to assert himself.
For example, it is generally conceded that negligent driving is
"legal" situation, but many of the accused prefer to forfeit bail,
or represent themselves, rather than seek out and hire a lawyer.
Besides having the ability and willingness to define a problem
as legal, the potential client must perceive the lawyer as being
helpful to him. At some point, awareness of these factors may
lead to assertiveness.
Thus it was considered worthwhile to develop some measure
of what are perceived legal situations, in the opinions of the
members of Local 229, and to measure the members' beliefs
about the relative helpfulness of lawyers and others. The respondents were asked 15 legal "definition" questions in which
they were to identify whether a lawyer or someone else would
be of help.2 4 Some of the questions described traditional legal
23 Id. at 134.
24 The questions were asked in the random order reflected in app., question 10, inIra.
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situations, others described situations only possibly legal, or not
plausibly legal at all. Table 11 shows the clients' definitions
of legal situations. It is ranged from those situations judged
"most legal" (as indicated by the combined percentages of the
first two columns), to those judged "least legal" (combined
percentages of the last two columns).
TABLE 11

Respondents' Estimates of a Lawyer or Someone Else
as Helpful in Hypothetical Situations

Situation
Percentage of Respondents Saying
(Interviewer:
"I'm going to
read some sitL nly a A Lawyer Someone Lawyer "Lawyer "Lawyer
uations people
wyer Would be Else Most Would Be Helpful" Not Helpful"
are faced with")
ca,nHelp Most Help Helpful No Help TOTAL
TOTAL
A person who
72
19
4
4
91
8
loaned money is
suing the borrower for an
excessive amount
(Don't know, 1%)
N=498
A person who
69
20
3
7
89
10
borrowed money
is asked to pay back
more than he owes
(Don't know, 1%)
N=497
A person's new
63
25
6
4
88
10
car breaks down
two days after
he buys it, and
the dealer won't
(Don't know, 1%)
repair it
N=497
A person has
46
39
10
4
85
14
some belongings
he wants to leave
to others when he
dies
(Don't know, 1%)
N=500
A divorced woman
55
28
7
7
83
14
who has kept the
children for a
year is told by
her ex-husband
that he wants
them
(Don't know, 2%)
N=498
The unemployment
60
23
8
8
83
16
office has turned
down a rightful
application for
employment
(Don't know, 2%)
N=498
A person is
51
22
5
20
73
25
arrested for
drunk driving
(Don't know, 2%)
N=498
A person is
20
53
15
9
73
24
going to buy
a house
(Don't know, 2%)
N=500
A person is
34
32
14
17
66
31
threatened with
eviction because
of complaints to
landlord about
wiring
N=500
(Don't know, 3%)
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34

17

28

25

(Don't know, 1%)
32
53
9

N=498
41

23

25

(Don't know, 5%)
48
18
33

N=498
51

(Don't know, 1%)

N=497

A person is
unhappy with his
marriage, and wants
to talk it over
with someone

13

29

24

30

54

A person's
child has been
suspended from
school because
of his haircut

16

24

10

31

A person has
lost his wallet

7

14

17

63

32

A person has
loaned his car
to a friend who
will not return it
Because of his
race, a person
has not gotten
a job he applied for
A person lives on
a street with fast
traffic a danger
to his children

42

(Don't know, 4%)

N=500

45

55

40

(Don't know, 5%)

N=497

65
21
11
(Don't know, 3%)

76
N=498

The respondents' perceptions of situations in which a lawyer
might be helpful were consistent with conventional common
sense wisdom. The respondents appear to be traditional in their
views of what might be a legal problem. As a result they do
not define racial discrimination in hiring as the sort of situation
in which a lawyer would be particularly helpful. A lawyer or
government official, by contrast, would perceive job discrimination as highly legal. Similarly, the hypothetical situation of the
child being suspended from school for his haircut is likely to be
recognized as potentially legal mainly by middle class parents,
or by those who have in some way broken out of traditional
views of lawyers' services. The present group seemed to feel
that a lawyer would be of little more help in the haircut situation than if a person had lost his wallet.
Generally, legal experience had a minor effect on the tendency to define the foregoing situations as legal. Those with
experience were slightly more likely to percive a lawyer as
helpful than those without. But on one measurement, the racial
discrimination question, legal experience made a considerable
difference as seen in Table 12. The influence of legal experience
in identifying lawyers as helpful on the racial discrimination
question cannot be accounted for by direct experience with that
type of problem, for none of the respondents had ever taken a
problem of job or housing discrimination to a lawyer. Thirtyone respondents did, however, say that they had encountered
job or housing discrimination. Possibly those with legal ex-
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perience in some other area became convinced in the course of
their encounters with lawyers that, in principle at least, a
lawyer would be helpful for discrimination problems. Nevertheless, 34 percent said that a lawyer would be of no help at
all in a racial discrimination situation- a situation which in
many more legally aware populations has acquired a highly
visible "legal" status.
Racial discrimination can be viewed as a legal issue on its
way to becoming recognized and "traditional." Consequently
it is a good measure of the legal awareness and sophistication
of a group of potential clients. The more readily the group
recognizes a racial discrimination problem as legally soluble,
the greater that group's potential departure from a purely traditional view of the law. But this potential varies with the
larger community in which the group finds itself. It might be
argued that in a southern community such a problem is farther
from legitimate legal status than in a northern community
because racial segregation has been formally recognized there
more recently, and for some members of the community, remains legitimate. If that is true, the distance between the old
view of how the law can be used and the new view just emerging will be greater. Any view of evolving legal awareness must
take into account the existing norms, and the receptivity to
change, of the surrounding community.
TABLE 12

Respondents' Estimates of a Lawyer or Someone Else
as Helpful in a Racial Discrimination Situation
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS SAYING:
Lawyer Would Someone Else
Only a Lawyer
Most Helpful
Be No Help
Can Help

Respondents
with experience
Respondents

33

27

23

24

All

28

26

without experience
respondents

9
(Don't know, 5%)
10

(Don't know, 4%)
9

(Don't know, 5%)

Lawyer Would
Be No Help

27
39

32

These clients seemed to have a fairly accurate estimate of the
sorts of situations in which a lawyer normally is useful, and
they defined a wide variety of situations as at least potentially
legal.2 5 Many were even willing to imagine a lawyer as being
of use in fairly far-fetched situations (admittedly, to some
extent, the respondents may have been led to do this by the
train of thought in this legally oriented survey). The situations
defined as legal did, in general, tend toward the familiar, tradi25 To a great extent the "legal" element in the situation was defined by
the other party. In adversary situtations (which accounted for about
63% of the legal experience), the other party went to the lawyer first
36% of the time.

LOW INCOME LEGAL CLIENTS

tional, and relatively settled, and the sensitive issue of racial
discrimination was shied away from as nonlegal by a substantial
proportion of the respondents. The number of "don't know"
responses to the legal definition questions was relatively low,
indicating that these clients did not generally regard themselves
as baffled by legal matters. Experience increased the tendency
to answer that a lawyer would be of help in all but the most
unconventional "legal" situations, especially the racial discrimination question, but had no impact on the tendency to answer
"don't know." From these questions it appears that the respondents as consumers, homeowners, or clients of government agencies perceived themselves as willing to approach a lawyer, but
that for most of the group there was little readiness to break
new legal ground.
C.

Types of Legal Problems

The kinds of problems brought to lawyers by the clients in
our sample are presented in Table 13, which shows 407 problems
from 273 clients conveniently broken down into eight types.
TABLE

13

Frequencies and Percentages of Eight Types of Legal
Problems

Type of Problema
Real estate
Domestic relations
Criminal charges
Workmen's Compensation
Noncriminal traffic problems
Successions and wills
Credit and financing
Other
Total

Number
106
63
58
50
44
30
23
33
407

Percent
26
15
14
12
11
7
6
8
99

N=273
aReal estate problems included sales, inter vivos transfers,
and clearing title. Domestic relations problems included divorce, separation, custody, support, and adoption. Criminal
charges included drunk driving, auto accident cases with criminal charges, and other felonies and misdemeanors. Workmen's
Compensation problems were those involving injury on the
job. Noncriminal traffic problems included accidents and
traffic misdeameanors. Successions and will problems included
succession involving personal and real property, and making a
will. Credit and financing problems included defective merchandise, fraudulent advertising and sales, deceptive credit
practices, deceptive loan practices, debt problems, repossession, and bankruptcy. Other problems were Unemployment
Compensation, tax problems, personal injury excluding Workmen's Compensation, and problems whose descriptions were
too vague to catagorize.

Real estate problems, the most frequently presented, were found
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among older married individuals with families. These respondents were usually homeowners and their incomes were higher
than the group as a whole. They tended to have savings accounts, and to own a car or truck more often than the others.
Many of them owned two or more vehicles. There was no significant relationship found between education and having real
estate problems.
For the other problems the demographic relationships were
less clear. Domestic relations problems were found among
clients of all age groups. There is some possibility that domestic
relations problems may be negatively correlated with education,
but the significance is questionable. Domestic relations problems were not related to income, saving behavior, or ownership
of motor vehicles. Criminal charges seemed to affect the clients
without regard to their demographic characteristics. Homeowners and savers, high and low income individuals, were
vulnerable to this type of problem. For workmen's compensation problems, some patterns did emerge. Those with incomes
under $3,000 per year seemed particularly vulnerable. But their
low incomes may have reflected the circumstance-especially
serious injury on the job-which resulted in low income. Traffic
problems without accompanying criminal charges were experienced by the better-educated members of Local 229, and by
those with savings accounts. Naturally, traffic problems were
usually brought to lawyers by those with at least one vehicle
and especially by multiple vehicle owners. This type of problem was also disproportionately frequent among divorced individuals. Education and age were not related to the occurrence
of traffic problems. Successions and wills were not related to
any of the demographic measures we used here. Credit and
financing problems were associated with having higher incomes.
Problems falling into the "other" category-which includes responses too vague to classify-were not associated with any
demographic characteristics.
Table 14 summarizes these data by noting the demographic
groups who experienced certain problems in disproportionate
number. There seems little that is surprising in the results.
Some findings are not easily explained. Why, for example, do
traffic problems occur disproportionately among the better educated respondents? Why do individuals under 30 manage to
avoid criminal charges more effectively than those aged 30 to
50? Our data do not allow us a ready answer to these questions.
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TABLE 14

Demographic Characteristics Associated with Eight
Types of Problems

Real estate

Domestic relations
Criminal charges
Workmen's Compensation
Noncriminal traffic

Successions and wills
Credit and financing
Other

Older
Higher income families
Married
Homeowners
Vehicle owners
Savings account holders
None
Middle age groups (30-50)
Lowest income group (under $3,000)
Married
Better educated
Savings account holders
Divorced
Vehicle owners
None
Higher individual incomes
None

Most of the associations are intutively reasonable. Higher
individual incomes would seem capable of leading the unwary
individual into credit and financing problems, leading, in turn,
to the necessity of seeing a lawyer. Those who save enough to
purchase one or more vehicles become vulnerable to traffic
problems. Possibly, those who have been divorced are psychologically more vulnerable to traffic accidents or violations; or,
alternatively, they started going to a lawyer with a domestic relations problem and continued the practice for traffic problems.
Generally, an examination of problem types reinforces the
argument in section II: legal experience arises more or less
automatically from one's place in the social system and the
property cycle. The association between real estate problems
and individuals who own vehicles, keep saving accounts, have
high family incomes, etc., among members of Local 229 supports
what has been said about the traditional, settled, and conventional use of the law. Involvement in the property cycle seems
to be the single most important mechanism accounting for legal
experience and identifying the individuals who most frequently
have problems. Given that the members of Local 229 go to
lawyers reluctantly, and given that their access to lawyers is
unstructured, the regularities of legal behavior that we have
found thus far are highly predictable.
D.

Lawyer-Client Contact Patterns

The 273 clients almost always consulted with private lawyers as has been discussed. All but a handful of the 407 legal
problems were taken to private lawyers who were found by the
respondent himself rather than to a lawyer selected by a formal
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intermediary agency. None of the respondents reported taking
more than one problem to nonprivate lawyers, but 67 respondents had taken a second problem to their private lawyers, and
27 had taken three or more problems. The legal repeaters
appeared to be no different in age, education, or any other attribute from nonrepeaters. The contacts used in getting in touch
with a lawyer did not differ much between the two groups.
Further, there is no significant evidence that the use patterns
of "legal repeaters" were different from nonrepeaters. Detailed
descriptions of the second problem, which inquired into contacts, actions taken by the lawyer, and method of payment were
all very similar to the descriptions of the first problem.
An important measure of the success of these clients' legal
experiences would be whether at a given time they felt they
knew a lawyer to whom they could, if necessary, take a problem. Of course the client would not "know a lawyer he could
go to" if he had decided the services were unsatisfactory. But
when asked, 80 percent of the clients said they would go back
to the same lawyer. And when asked whether they remembered
the lawyer's name, 78 percent answered affirmatively and gave
the name. Thus, it appears that those with legal experience
feel they know a lawyer to whom they could go.
For those without experience the situation is different.
These respondents were asked, "Do you know a lawyer you
could go to if you needed one?" Of these, 33 percent answered
affirmatively and gave the name of a lawyer. Another 9 percent answered affirmatively but were unable to give a name.
Another 7 percent were not asked by the interviewer to give a
name. Of those without experience, 51 percent said they did not
know a lawyer. Clearly, having had a problem which was dealt
with by a lawyer, helped to arrange a system of legal contact
for these clients. Having had legal experience helps to solve
one of the "threshold" problems of access to legal services.
The problems reported by these clients had occurred over
a period of up to 49 years. Over half the clients had taken their
first legal problem to a lawyer within the last 10 years, and
18 percent had taken their first legal problem to a lawyer within the 12 months prior to the survey.
The clients usually saw just one lawyer about their problems. Ninety-five percent reported seeing one lawyer about the
first problem mentioned. The lawyers virtually always took the
clients' cases; only 3 percent of the respondents reported refusal
to take their first problem, but 9 percent reported refusal to take
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their second problem. This raises the question of whether some
of the clients may be legal "repeaters," whose characteristics
differ from those who brought only one, or no problems, to
lawyers. Legal repeaters, by definition, are those who return
to a lawyer with a second or subsequent problem. Sixty-six of
the 273 clients were "legal repeaters."
E.

User Awareness of Lawyer's Activities

The client's perception of what the lawyer did gives some
idea about the nature of lawyer use, and the extent to which
the legal experience itself was understood by the client. When
asked a series of questions about whether or not he knew the
lawyer had done a specific thing regarding his case, the client
usually felt he knew. Asking the client what the lawyer did
yields a notion of what legal activities were visible to the particular client. The answers to these questions also give us some
idea of the client's awareness of legal processes.
TABLE

15 a What the Lawyer Did as Seen by the Clients: Percentage Distribution of the Answers to the Question,
"Did the Lawyer . . .?"
First Problem Mentionedb
Don'i
No
Know
Ye s

Second Problem Mentionedb
Yes

No

Did he talk to you
about your problem
and give you advice
about its solution?

85

15
N=230

0

84

12
N=65

Did he write
any letters?

38

45
N=229

14

34

40
N=65

Did he prepare any
legal papers, other
than a letter, such
as a contract, a
will or lease?

36

53
N=229

8

41

41
N=-64

In order to settle the 42
matter or to move
things along, did he
meet with the other
person or the person's
lawyer or talk with
them on the phone?

36
N=225

19

38

34
N=65

36

57
N=229

3

38

34
N=65

Did he appear before
some other government official who
had the power to
decide this case?

9

74
N=229

14

14

64
N=64

Did he spend any
time looking at the
laws that deal with
your problem?

31

45
N=229

20

43

32
N=64

Did he go to
court for you?

Don'i
Know
0
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43

39
N=229

14

49

35
N=65

8

Did he refer you
to someone else?

3

97
N=227

0

8

92
N=64

0

Did he tell you he
couldn't help you
because your problem
wasn't a legal one?

3

97
N=228

0

2

98
N=65

0

Did he do
anything else?

2

96
N=227

3

6

94
N=65

0

Beyond talking to
you, did he investigate any facts
himself?

aIn this table, the first line of numbers in the "Yes-NoDon't Know" columns is the percentage of respondents answering. The "N" for each question is the total number of respondents asked the question.
bPercentages do not always total 100 because, up to the
question "did he refer you to someone else," 3.5 percent of the
responses were coded "doesn't apply," where the lawyer did
not take the case. The last three questions were coded "yes" or
"no" for all respondents.
Not surprisingly, the clients were aware of when the lawyer

had done something visible which involved the client, such as
giving various kinds of advice, making referrals, or going to
court. The lawyer had given 83 percent of the respondents
advice. Regarding this question, it is possible that the "no"
answers reflected the client's view that the advice was not
helpful-that the lawyer didn't "really" advise-even though
from the lawyer's point of view some attempt at giving advice
may have been made. Giving advice was the most frequently
perceived and reported activity of the lawyers.
Investigating additional facts for the client and contacting
the other party's lawyer were also seen as frequent services.
A large number of clients-between one-third and one-halfreported that their lawyers had written letters, prepared legal
papers, or had gone to court for them. The lawyers very seldomly referred the problem to someone else, or said the problem was
not a legal one. (These activities might, from the client's point
of view, fall under the heading of "giving advice," particularly
if the problem was in the distant past.) Nor did the clients frequently report that the lawyer did anything additional that had
not been mentioned in the series of questions.
Some of the lawyer's activities were necessarily carried on
out of sight of the client, and the client would not have firsthand knowledge whether the lawyer had checked over the relevant laws or investigated additional facts. He would have to
recall what the lawyer had told him was being done, or make
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inferences on the basis of the overall situation. When this is
considered, it is surprising how infrequent were "don't know"
responses. The activities about which the clients admitted the
least knowledge of their lawyers' activities were checking over
laws, contacting the other person's lawyer, writing letters, investigating additional facts, and appearing before a government
office or agency.
Clients approaching lawyers for a second problem tended
to answer "don't know" to the same questions and in similar
proportions as clients who took problems to a lawyer for the
first time, or only once. The clients bringing a second problem
more frequently answered "don't know" to the question about
writing letters, and less frequently to the question about
whether the lawyer had investigated additional facts. Having
had one legal experience did not increase the clients' perceptions that they knew what the lawyers' activities were. If the
clients were intimidated by the mystery and authority of lawyers and courts, it follows that the lawyers' activities would be
viewed as mystique rather than a series of law-related jobs.
One legal experience did not noticeably reduce the level of
mystery, nor did it improve communication sufficiently to raise
the client's level of awareness of perceptions of the lawyer's
activities.
These clients had, by their own account, an idea of what
the lawyers were doing in a visible way, and they were often
willing to deduce what their lawyers must have done in instances in which they would not have been witnesses to the
lawyers' activities. Experience with one legal problem did not
predispose the clients to perceive more clearly what the lawyers
were doing when they brought their second problem. If for this
group, going to a lawyer presented an authoritarian relationship
with elements of intimidation, paternalism, and obscure ritual,
then there is no reason to expect one legal experience to yield
greater awareness or sophistication on the next contact. Perhaps, after multiple legal contacts, experience will break down
the distance and mystery, but we have no evidence that two
visits to a lawyer, under present circumstances, accomplished
any more dissipation of the mystique than did one visit.
F.

Fees & Fee Payment Patterns

Legal services costs to these clients covered a wide range.
In viewing the cost arrays below, note that most of the clients
believed that lawyers charge too much. This problem will be
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discussed in the next section. The severity of that judgment
becomes clear when it is observed that 11 percent-one in
nine- of all the legal problems were solved free of charge
Table 16 shows the fees charged for legal problems. Dollar
fees were determined for 341 of the 407 problems. Some fees
were still pending, were not remembered by the respondents,
or had been a percentage of the award. Where dollar fees were
found, they were placed in ranges.
TABLE

16

Number and Percent of Legal Problems for Each
Range of Fees Charged

Amount Charged
No charge

Number of Problems
44

1-$25
26-$50
51-$75
76- $100
101-$200
201-$300
Over $300
Contingency fee
Other and undetermined

85
43
23
32
48
35
31
12
47

Percent
11

21
11
6
8
12
9
8
3
12
N=400

Contingency fees were infrequent. The reason for this can be
found by examining the types of problems brought to lawyers,
and the reluctance with which they were brought. In general,
these clients only brought problems defensively, that is, when
forced by circumstances to do so. They initiated few suits or
other actions upon which a contingency fee would normally be
based. The only partial exception was the workmen's compensation category.
To some extent, the distribution of fees shown above may
have made it more difficult for the clients to cross the initial
threshold of legal experience. These fees can be catastrophic
for a low income laborer. The threshold problem is also reflected in the distribution shown in the table, for there were
few contingency fees, and the frequency of "no charge" often
reflects a charity concern, or paternalism. It is thus a paradox
that the client may experience low costs and a kind of charity,
or high costs which he cannot afford. Further, it is unlikely
that he can be confident about which result he should expect until he had contacted a lawyer. This ambiguity must be resolvd
before the low income client will willingly bring his problem to
a lawyer. The uncertain-cost threshold would seem an especially powerful obstruction to any operation of preventive law,
when early consultation with a lawyer might forestall a later
problem of catastrophic proportions.
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The level of the fee charged generally represents the nature
of the services the lawyer provided. If the lawyer had to go to
court to solve the client's problem the fee was as likely to
exceed $100 as to be below it. Only 6 percent of the problems
going to court did not involve a fee. If the lawyer's job involved preparing papers, the fee was likely to be under $100,
but again only 6 percent of such problems were taken care of
free. If the lawyer gave advice only, the client would frequently not be charged.
Some types of problems were more expensive to solve than
others. Table 17 shows the cost breakdown according to problem type.
TABLE

17

Average Fee for Each of Eight Types of Legal Problems
Type of Problem
Criminal charges
Workmen's Compensation

Successions and wills
Noncriminal traffic
Credit and financing
Domestic relations
Real estate
Other
All Problems

Average Fee
$239
228

208
173
135
126
36
41
$148
N=341

Criminal charges were the most expensive. Real estate problems were the least expensive, and it is tempting to believe that
this may account for their relative frequency. It should be remembered that in instances of criminal charges, the client's
options are at a minimum. Presumably the individual would
be willing to pay a considerable amount to stay out of jail,
or to have charges reduced, or the sentence suspended. If the
lawyer can keep the client out of jail he is then in a good
position to charge a higher fee. The workmen's compensation
problems, unlike the others, were paid for on the basis of a
contingency fee. The fees therefore reflect the size of the
clients' awards to some extent. We do not have data on the rate
at which the contingency fees were charged, but an even larger
average figure than $228 would not have been surprising. The
low fees for real estate problems reflect the tendency for clients
to get advice about titles, transfers, mortgages, and the like,
as well as to draw up documents, search titles, and perform
other more substantial services. The element of simple advice,
for which the fee is normally low, is probably most prominent
in this type of problem.
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Usually the fees were paid out of the client's paycheck
or pocket cash. A few dipped into their savings or borrowed
money. Forty percent of the clients were either not charged
a fee, had cases still pending, or had not yet arranged payment.
Table 18 shows the payment terms for which data are available.
TALE 18

Fee

Method of Payment Compared to Amount of Fee
(Percent of the Problems)
Payment Terms
Lump Sum Installments Cash

1-$25
26-$100
$101-$300

Over $300

Where Payment Was Obtained
Savings
Loan Combination/Other

90

10

84

7

9

75
42

25
58

75
67

13
14

6
13

56

38

44
N=244

25
N=226

13

6
6

25

The greater the fee, the more likely the client was to make
payment in installments. For fees beyond $100 there was no
apparent increasing installment trend. Another correlation with
increased fees was that the ability of the clients to pay in cash
declined, especially when the fee exceded $300. The need to dip
into one's savings increased with greater fees, but borrowing
the money for payment did not show a similar increase. If the
fee exceeded $300, one in four fees was paid by a combination
of cash, savings or loan, or in some other way.
These data on legal fees underscore the catastrophic possibilities arising from a visit to a lawyer. Given that an individual
needs a lawyer, he cannot be sure that his savings will remain
intact, or that he will not have to further extend his credit.
Moreover, he runs a considerable risk of owing a fee in excess
of $25, so that his inability to pay out of pocket cash or his
recent paycheck will probably force him to pay in installments.
IV.

Ar=r

Es TowARD LAWYERS

This study approaches the clients' attitudes toward lawyers
and legal services in two ways. The first, and the one for which
we have the most precise measures, concerns perceptions of
legal costs. The clients felt that lawyers' fees were too high, and,
often that they could not afford them. Second, there was
throughout the sample a strong tendency to regard lawyers
negatively: to view them as hard to find, hard to communicate
with, and to believe that they could not be trusted.
A. Perceived Economic Barriers
The best measure of legal costs is the subjective feeling of
those who must pay the fees as to whether they can afford
them or not. Usually a client's judgment whether he can
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afford the lawyer's fee will include some estimate whether he
got his money's worth. We were able to learn the clients' views
about the fees for 173 problems brought to lawyers. For 28
percent of these problems, the clients felt they could not afford
the amount. Inability to afford the lawyer's fee was, as expected, greater among those who were charged more; ability to
afford the lawyer's fee, in the client's mind, seems to be a
function of both dollar amount and subjective evaluation of the
adequacy of the services.
TABLE

19

Percent Who Could Not Afford the Lawyer's Fee for
Each Range of Fee
Range
$1-$25
t26-$100
101-$300
Over $300

Percent
13
29
41
50
N=245

Ability to afford the lawyer's fee varied according to the
type of problem. To some extent this reflected the amount
charged for the particular type of problem. Table 20 shows the
percent who were unable to afford the fee for each type of
problem and the average fee charged for that same type.
TABLE

20

Percent of Clients Who Could Not Afford Lawyer's
Fee, and Average Fee for Each Problem Type

Problem Type
Criminal charges
Credit and financing
Domestic relations
Noncriminal traffic
Successions and wills
Real estate
Other
Workmen's Compensationa

Percent Unable
to Afford Fee
46
41
34
33
32
11
25
N=254

Average Fee
$239
135
126
173
208
36
41
228

aIt was possible to obtain data for only one of the 50 workmen's compensation problems, since many were pending or on
the basis of a contingency fee. Clients not charged a dollar
amount were not asked whether they could afford the fee.

Criminal charges were the most expensive form of legal experience as well as being the type of problem the clients were
least able to afford. Succession and will problems produced
fees that could not be afforded in about one-third of the cases.
Real estate problems, costing an average of $36 each to have
the lawyer solve, could be afforded in all but 11 percent of the
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cases. Unfortunately, we could not obtain data on the workmen's compensation problem.
The clients were asked whether they agreed or disagreed
with the general statement, "Most of the time, lawyers charge
too much." Eighty-four percent agreed with the statement, 16
percent disagreed. A positively worded statement of this kind
has a built-in bias, and if plausible, would tend to elicit agreement. Nevertheless, the strength of the positive response is
surprising, and the tendency to agree with the statement seems
to be logically linked to certain of the respondents' characteristics.
To some extent the client's demographic background accounted for his tendency to agree or disagree that lawyers
charge too much. Although the client's income, marital status,
and educational level did not relate to his holding or not holding
this opinion, his age did. For some of these demographic measures it made a difference whether the respondent had had legal
experience or not. The youngest group of respondents, those
under 30, agreed that "lawyers charge too much" less frequently
than those over 30. This remained true regardless of whether
they had ever been to a lawyer, as Table 21 shows. Since experience does not account for the tendency of the younger
respondents to be happier about the fees lawyers charge, there
is the possibility that the young are more open-minded; particularly, they are more willing to relate differently than their
elders to professionals or to a different socioeconomic status.
Those who had never taken a problem to a lawyer agreed
that "lawyers charge too much" in about the same proportions
as those with experience; actually going to a lawyer seemed
to have no impact on the consensus of Local 229 that lawyers
normally overcharge. This may be a common and ordinary
opinion that working class individuals hold of professionals
who sell services. Nor did the dollar amount the client was
charged have a significant effect on the tendency to hold the
view that lawyers charge too much. In fact, 91 percent of those
charged nothing at all still agreed that lawyers charge too much.
The clients' feelings that they could or could not afford the
fee did not affect their intention to go back to the same lawyer
again. It is possible, therefore, that inability to afford the fee
did not reflect upon the clients' perceptions of the adequacy of
the lawyers' services. Approximately 80 percent of the clients
said they would go back, regardless of whether they could
afford the lawyer's fee the last time.
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This may shed light on the low degree to which cost factors influence the selection of one's lawyer, especially since the
amount the lawyer charged did not affect a client's decision
to make use of his services in the future. In general, our data
indicate these clients gave no attention to cost factors when
they chose a lawyer; clients tended to go to the lawyers named
by their family and friends, or to lawyers with whom they
had dealt in the past. Evidently, not being able to afford the
fee did not induce the clients to "shop around" for legal services.
TABLE

21

Percent in Each Age Group Agreeing That "Most of
the Time, Lawyers Charge Too Much"

Age
Under 30
30-39
40-49
50-59

Experiencea
56
85
90
81

60 and over

85

N=248

aSignificant at the .08 level.

No Experience
56
92
85
89

82

N=204

Whole Group
56
89
88
84

84

N=452

Two processes are apparently operating. In one, operating
among those with legal experience, the client goes to a lawyer
and is frequently charged more than he feels he can afford.
Nevertheless he expresses willingness and intention to go back
to the same lawyer again. In this process, where "shopping
around" and changing lawyers would be economically rational
responses to unsatisfactory service, the client prefers to stay with
the lawyer he knows, who knows him, or who has previously
served his friends and family. The "lay referral system" probably restricts the contact system between client and lawyer,
with the result that the client feels he does not get his money's
worth. Conversely, he does have access to a lawyer in a purportedly nonthreatening way: a lift over the psychological
threshold is provided by the "lay referral system."
In a second process, experience strengthens the client's
suspicion that "lawyers charge too much." This tendency was
only found among the clients over 30, and it has been suggested that the "'open-mindedness of youth" may be operating
here. It is also possible that the passage of time, and the accumulation of experience (both first-hand and second-hand)
may inexorably compel more negative attitudes toward lawyers.
Thus, in examining the cilents' attitudes toward lawyers, we
have two hypotheses about accumulating negativism: first, there
may be a real generational difference between the attitudes of
those now under 30 who have been exposed to anti-establish-
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ment ideas about race and status. Second, the passage of time
may teach a kind of cynicism or fatalism about lawyers both
through personal experience and through the experience of one's
family and friends. Generally the data indicate that the structure of contact and the psychological obstacles to changing
lawyers go farther toward explaining which lawyer a client
goes to, and whether he goes back, than does experience or the
demographic characteristics of the clients. This view will be
examined below in the section on perceived psychological barriers when attitudes that are not cost-related will be examined.
One final measure of attitude toward legal cost needs mention. The respondents were asked how much, in their view, it
actually would cost just to talk to a lawyer for a half-hour about
some problem. Thirteen percent thought it would cost nothing.
But 62 percent thought such a consultation would cost more
than $10. The respondents were then asked how much they
thought it should cost to talk to a lawyer for the same amount
of time. Like most consumers, these respondents felt that cost
should be less. Most felt it should be less than $10; and 21
percent felt it should cost nothing. Table 22 compares the
ranges of fees the respondents thought it would cost for a halfhour consultation to the ranges they chose to describe how much
it should cost. Clearly, these clients wanted lawyers' fees to be
lower: there was widespread fear that the fees would be higher
than the clients thought they should be. It is surprising, though,
that only 21 percent felt lawyers should charge nothing for a
half-hour consultation when this is in fact the practice of about
half the Shreveport lawyers. The economic reservation with
which these clients regard lawyers is also indicated in that only
13 percent believed they would be charged nothing for such a
consultation. The clients are clearly more pessimistic than the
facts warrant. But at the same time, most of them are not convinced that a half-hour's consultation ought to be free. The
clients' views of what legal costs were appropriate, while mildly
critical, were fundamentally conservative.
In summary, both the clients and potential clients among
the members of Local 229 had clear and distinct ideas about
legal costs. Generally these ideas, whether stated abstractly
("lawyers charge too much") or concretely in terms of their
own experiences, were negative toward the existing level of
legal fees. The union members were willing to define legal
situations and admit that in many hypothetical instances presented to them a lawyer would be of help, indeed, that only a
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TABLE

22

Ranges of Fees Lawyers Would Charge Compared to
Fees They Should Charge for a Half-Hour Consultation

Range
No charge
1-57

6- 10

11- 15
16-$20
121- 25
$26-$30
31-$40
41-$50
Over $50

Percent of
Respondents Saying
Lawyer Would
Charge in Range
13

14

11
8
17
6
3
9
10
N=499

Percent of
Respondents Saying
Lawyer Should
Charge in Range
21
16

21

14
7
10
3
2
4
2
N=498

lawyer would be of help. Yet to these clients the lawyers' fees
were higher than they should have been. Concurrently, the
clients did not shop around or change lawyers. The most reasonable conclusion is that other alternatives were perceived as
closed. Because the lawyer charges too much, the client is unhappy. But he either does not know how to go about finding
another lawyer, or he does not feel strongly enough about the
high cost to initiate a search for an alternative. Both disincentives were probably operating. Finding another lawyer would
mean leaving the relative psychological safety and security of
a family lawyer known by name. It could also mean ceasing
to act on the recommendation of a friend or clergyman, known
by name to the lawyer. Formalized legal referrals were extremely rare in this group as shown by the above data about
lawyer contact. The clients may, of course, have known about
alternative methods of contacting lawyers (some, like the telephone book, are obvious), but approaching an unknown lawyer
means the client faces the unfamiliar task of initiating contact,
which for many clients would have meant operating entirely
outside the lay referral system. To initiate such contact the
client would have to cross social barriers of class, color, and
education, and run the risk of being sent away embarrassed,
or even exploited. This threshold, in his view, means being
plunged into a whole series of unfamiliar and threatening situations.
B. Perceived Psychological Barriers
Although cost is a major obstacle to adequate legal services
from the point of view of the members of Local 229, it appeared
to affect the clients' actions very little. Problems of fundamental psychological distance were at least as important, and

DENVER LAW JOURNAL

VOL. 49

did affect future intentions. According to these respondents,
lawyers were hard to find, could not be trusted, would be likely
to reject a black laborer as a client, and were hard to understand. A series of attitude questions in our interview schedule
revealed that the psychological distance discussed earlier not
only existed in the minds of the would-be clients, but, generally,
was not removed by having been a client.
1. Access
The first of these noncost attitude questions concerned the
problem of access and reflected indirectly upon the "lay referral system" discussed above. The respondents were asked
whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement that "it
is hard to find a lawyer when you need one." Forty-nine percent agreed, 51 percent disagreed. Having had legal experience
might account for a large proportion of those who did not agree
it was hard to find a lawyer. This was not the case, however.
There was no significant difference between those with experience and those without experience on feelings that it was
hard to find a lawyer; something else must account for the
difficulty in finding a lawyer. Once again the psychological
threshold of venturing outside the familiar network of legal contacts provided by one's family and friends remains the most
plausible explanation. Such a psychological threshold is necessarily mediated through the background characteristics of the
clients. None of the demographic characteristics for which we
have data explains the general prevalence of the view that
lawyers are hard to find-that view is frequent in almost all
groups. But several significant variations among demographic
groups are worth attention.
First, the older the respondent, the more likely he was to
agree that "it is hard to find a lawyer when you need one."
Those under 30 were particularly unlikely to agree with the
statement. Legal experience made the younger individuals
(those under 40) even less likely to agree with the statement;
experience made little difference for the older group.
TABLE 23

Percent in Each Age Group Agreeing That "It's Hard
To Find a Lawyer When You Need One"

Experience
Age
11
Under 30
35
30-39
46
40-49
53
50-59
62
60 and over
N=252
aSignificant at the .07 level.

No Experiencea
24
54
50
48
63
N=212

Whole Group
21
45
47
51
62
N=464
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Second, the more educated the client, the less trouble he apparently felt it would be to find a lawyer. It seems that experience teaches the better educated (who are also generally
the younger respondents) that it is easy to find a lawyer. For
the least educated, experience strengthens the view that it is
hard to find a lawyer.
TABLE

24

Percent in Each Education Group Agreeing That "It's
Hard To Find a Lawyer When You Need One"

Number of School
Years Completed
12 and over

9-11
7-8
4-6
0-3

Experience
10

No Experience
16

23
43
54
71

38
43
64
58

N=251

N=212

Whole Group
14

29
43
43
65
N=463

Third, an inspection of income levels indicated, not surprisingly,
that among respondents with experience, the view that lawyers
were hard to find was less frequent as total family income increased. Beyond this, income accounted for few differences in
answers to this attitude question. Marital status did not affect
the answers to this question in any significant way.
Certain groups, with legal experience, were identified who
felt it was hard to find a lawyer. The existence of these groups
might be accounted for in two ways. First, there may have been
another difference between age groups. The young seemed to
respond to legal experience in a different way-going to a
lawyer caused them to feel that it was less difficult to find one.
Older respondents had experienced marked initial difficulties
(even failures) in going to a lawyer, and they were apparently
discouraged.
Alternatively, it is possible that those with the advantages
of education and income, together with youth, faced a less severe "threshhold" problem by virtue of these advantages. The
more socially advantaged groups may have more easily gained
a feeling of competence and control over their lives than their
coworkers. Having this feeling, their legal experiences were
less stressful, and these clients came away from their legal experiences with the feeling that they could deal with the world
of professionals. It is possible, however, that the passage of
time could erode that feeling of competence (confirming the
first explanation above), but our data do not answer this possibility.
The feeling that lawyers are hard to find underscores a
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serious problem of choosing and changing lawyers. A group of
potential clients who have trouble finding lawyers cannot rationally "shop around" for lawyers; nor can they easily "fire" a
lawyer with whom any degree of rapport has been established.
Believing that lawyers are hard to find locks the client into his
relationship with a lawyer once found and leads him to place
a higher value on having that particular lawyer. Obstacles in
the system of access significantly undermine the client's freedom of choice by inhibiting new choices. This is one important
dimension of Local 229's legal conservatism.
2. Distrust
Another measure of distance from lawyers is the individual's subjective feeling that lawyers constitute a class of people
who cannot be trusted. All the respondents were asked whether
they agreed or disagreed with the statement that "lawyers
usually can't be trusted," and 60 percent agreed. Legal experience made no significant difference in the tendency to agree or
disagree. The older the respondent, the more likely he was to
agree that lawyers cannot be trusted, but legal experience did
not significantly affect this relationship.
TABLE 25

Percent in Each Age Group Agreeing That "Lawyers
Usually Can't Be Trusted"
Percent
36
60
65

Age
Under 30
30-39
40-49

57
69
N=441

50-59
60 and over

The relationship between increasing age and increasing distrust of lawyers is not surprising. Also we would expect the
more educated respondents to be less negative toward lawyers,
and this is in fact what emerges. But for education, unlike age,
having had legal experience does make a significant difference.
TABLE

26

Percent in Each Education Group Agreeing
"Lawyers Usually Can't Be Trusted"

That

Number of
Years Completed
12 and over
9-11
7-8
4-6
0-3

Experience
44
52
56
61
79
N----241

aSignificant at the .06 level.

No Experiencea
30
55
60
67
60
N=199

Whole Group
34
53
58
63
71
N=440
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What is most striking is the extent to which experience
teaches both the most educated and the least educated to increase their distrust of lawyers, but apparently has an opposite
effect on the group in between. Possibly, the least educated
find dealing with professionals to be an alien and stressful
experience, while the most educated, being younger, are just
beginning to lose their "innocence" in a painful confrontation
with the legal world. It seems likely that both of the hypotheses advanced above-the subjective competence felt by the
socially advantaged, and the generational differences-may be
operating here. The least educated may feel incompetent and
lost when confronting legal matters, but the better educated,
younger group is just beginning the process of learning the
negative attitudes held by their elders. It seems likely that
experience would hasten that learning.
It should be remembered that experience did not significantly increase the tendency to believe that lawyers charge too
much. Also, the view that it is hard to find a lawyer was reduced with experience, but only for the younger and better
educated respondents. By contrast, distrust increased with experience, and this even occurred among the presumably openminded young, and among the more highly educated. Experience may help the young and better educated to learn how to
find a lawyer, but it does not dissipate distrust of lawyers. As
well, neither income nor marital status related significantly to
distrust of lawyers. For distrust, like most other measures of
negative attitudes toward lawyers, age and education were the
most important characteristics accounting for differences.
There was a significant relationship between the type of
problem the client had and the tendency to agree that lawyers
cannot be trusted. Table 27 shows the percent agreeing with
that statement, from the least distrustful to the most. Interestingly, the category labeled "other" was actually the most
distrustful. This group, which includes those giving descriptions of their legal problems which were too vague to classify,
may have been the most baffled by their contact with lawyers,
and this bafflement may have fostered distrust. Distrust was
especially strong among those with workmen's compensation
problems. We have already seen that these fees were among
the highest charged and were calculated on a contingency basis.
This method of charging may be the basis of the distrust revealed here. Those with workmen's compensation problems
were frequently from the lowest income families. It is possible
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Percent Agreeing That "Most of the Time, Lawyers
Can't Be Trusted," for Each Problem Type
Problem Type
Real Estate
Succession and will
Credit and financing

Criminal
Domestic relations
Noncriminal traffic
Workmen's Compensation
Other

Percent Agreeing
41
43
46

53
66
68
77
99
N=206

that this group more than others felt that workmen's compensation should be awarded to them through administrative
procedures as a matter of right, and that having to go to a
lawyer, and to pay him a substantial contingency fee, was an
unfair resolution of the problem.
The respondents with real estate, succession and will, and
credit and financing problems were least distrustful of lawyers.
These respondents also tended to be the most "substantial"
citizens in the sense that they were often homeowners and had
higher incomes. They had acquired property, had bank accounts, and frequently had a working wife. It is likely that
these respondents regarded legal services as a more or less
normal aspect of acquiring property and making major purchases. Unlike the lower income, less consumer-oriented respondents (particularly those with workmen's compensation
problems), they did not seek a lawyer only in cases of accident
or catastrophe, and they would not consider going to a lawyer
a superfluous imposition.
3. Rejection and Discrimination
Another measure of distance from lawyers is the client's
feeling of rejection. The respondents were asked whether they
agreed or disagreed with the statement: "Most lawyers wouldn't
want a black laborer as a client. '' 2, Fifty-three percent agreed
and 47 percent disagreed. Somewhat surprisingly, having had
legal experience did not significantly affect this result. Young,
educated respondents seemed less aware of possible race or class
discrimination. Again, experience did not significantly affect
the responses. Responses to this question were income-related,
26 The question was asked differently depending on whether the respondent
was black or white. For white respondents, the question read, "Most
lawyers wouldn't want a laborer as a client." Since the Shreveport Bar
was almost entirely white it would not be possible to impute a racial
dimension to preceived rejection by lawyers for the white respondents
(of whom there were only eight). Otherwise, it is reasonable to regard
race as one element in distance from lawyers, and as part of any feelings on the part of the potential clients that they might be rejected by

the lawyer.
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at least for those with very low incomes (under $3,000) who
had legal experience. Of this group, 70 percent felt that lawyers
would not want a black laborer as a client. By contrast, 68
percent of the highest income respondents ($6,000 and over)
without legal experience agreed with the statement, but this
percentage fell to 44 with legal experience. Legal experience
made the low income respondents feel more rejected by lawyers; it made the high income respondents feel less rejected.
These results are probably due to the same property-related
phenomenon mentioned above.
4.

Communication

A final measure of distance from lawyers is the respondent's agreement or disagreement with the statement: "It is hard
to understand lawyers." Responses to this question not only
paralleled the other attitude question discussed above, they even
explained some of the respondent's intended future behavior.
TABLE

28

Percent in Age and Education Groups Agreeing That
"It Is Hard To Understand Lawyers"

Age
Under 30
30-39
40-49
50-59

Experiencea
44
71
74
82

60 and over

80
N=253

No Experience
33
68
79
84

89
N=302

Whole Group
36
69
76
83

83
N=456

Years of
School
Completed

12 and over
9-11
7-8
4-6
0-3

Experience

80
56
68
81
90
N=252

No Experience

35
61
85
86
80
N=203

Whole Group

47
58
76
83
85
N=455

&Significant at the .10 level.

First, the relationship between age and agreement that it is hard
to understand lawyers indicated that those under 30 had considerably less difficulty understanding lawyers. Having had
legal experience taught these young clients that understanding
lawyers was not as easy as they had thought. The same phenomenon occurred among the more educated respondents: their
tendency to agree that lawyers are hard to understand increased
with experience. The older respondents were not affected by
experience in the same way as the least educated. The respondents who were 60 years old and over agreed that it is hard to
understand lawyers, but agreed with less frequency if they had
legal experience. Conversely, those with the least education
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were led by experience to agree more frequently. Education
is apparently a handicap in understanding lawyers, aside from
age. This leads us to a baffling question when the youngest
and the best educated are observed. Why should legal experience give such difficulty to the best educated that it increases
their agreement with the statement from 35 percent to 80 percent? It could be that the more educated respondents are actually making an attempt to understand the legal reasoning they
are exposed to, while the others are simply trusting the lawyer
to take care of matters. Note, however, that the best educated
individuals with legal experience are an extremely small group,
consisting of only 10 individuals.
5.

Intent to Return

Did attitudes toward lawyers affect the intention to return
to the same lawyer again? For cost-related attitudes, as we
have seen, they did not. Neither the feeling that one could not
afford the fee he had been charged, nor the view that in general
lawyers charge too much, significantly affected the expressed
intent to return to the same lawyer again. But two other attitude questions-those relating to distrust and to the difficulty
of understanding lawyers--did affect the clients' intentions.
TABLE 29

Percent of Clients Who Would Go Back to the Same
Lawyer Again, by Attitudes Toward Lawyers
Percent Who Would

Go Back to the
Same Lawyer
Attitude
Agree that "most
of the time,

Percent Who Would
Not Go Back

Total

lawyers can't
be trusted"

76

24

100

Disagree

89

11

100

24
4

100
100

N=157

Agree that "it

is hard to understand lawyers"
Disagree

76
96
N=162

The more distrustful the client feels-presumably as a result
of his bad experiences with lawyers-the less willing he is to
go back. Similarly, if he feels that it is hard to understand
lawyers, he is less likely to go back to the same lawyer. This
is not as surprising as is the willingness of many of those who
do not think lawyers can be trusted, and who feel that it is
hard to understand them, to go back to the same lawyer anyway. Of those who held these negative attitudes about lawyers,
76 percent said they would go back. This resignation or fatalism
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suggests that the client does not regard himself as a free agent
exercising choice among the professionals who serve his needs.
The situation is similar to the relationship found earlier when
we examined the clients' attitudes toward legal costs. However
badly things might have gone for the client, however much he
may have felt he was "taken," he is still willing to return to
the same attorney. However much the lawyer may have
aroused feelings of distrust in him, or however much difficulty
he may have had in understanding the lawyer, he is likely to
return again in case of legal need.
The explanation for this willingness to return is not selfevident from the present data. Three possible explanations
arise. First, there are difficulties of access. The informal and
narrowly circumscribed circle of contacts gives the client easy
access to only a few lawyers- perhaps to only the one whose
name he was able to get through his family, minister, or employer. The lay referral system is not likely to generate a list
of lawyers, complete with their specialties, from which the client
may then choose, one after another, until he finds the right lawyer for himself. Second, there is the paternalistic tradition.
Serving the needs of low income clients has been somewhat
institutionalized as a charity function among lawyers. This
charity function may make it seem stressful for clients who have
been served by it to change lawyers, particularly if they feel
they "owe" their "family lawyer" a kind of loyalty in return
for reduced rates or free legal services in the past. Finally,
there is a lack of knowledge about how to approach a new
lawyer. Not only is contact normally informal, but it involves,
as was argued in the introduction, physical distance, social
distance, and the marketing and "packaging" practices of the
legal profession. The "commercial remoteness" of legal services
forces the consumer to break with his normal and learned
habits of purchase and recognition of a product if he is going
to "shop" for a lawyer. In this context the lawyers' marketing
practices probably appear to the most enterprising consumers
of legal services as an annoyance and an anachronism.
CONCLUSION

Before returning to our four initial hypotheses, some general observations about Local 229's behavior and the legal profession are in order. Legal experience-the actual experience
of taking a problem to a lawyer at some time-did not improve
the legal awareness or sophistication of the sample group. Nor
did it reduce negative attitudes toward lawyers. Experience
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seldom accounted for any attitude, and no evidence was found
that it encouraged further experience. If contact with lawyers
did not breed contempt, it certainly did not preclude it. When
problems were brought to lawyers it was usually as a last resort. Clients frequently felt the fees were more than they could
afford, and a majority felt that lawyers charge too much. Experience did not remove the feeling that they would not get
their money's worth. The negative feelings these clients had
about lawyers might be attributable to their failure to exercise
rational choice in a market for legal services that is based on
the professional standard of availability to all. Lawyers did,
after all, seldom turn away clients, and were frequently willing
to receive payment on an installment basis. They often performed services without charge.
Rational free choice in the market for legal services is-for
this group at least-a fictitious concept. Bad experiences and
widespread distrust of lawyers did not produce any behavior,
such as changing lawyers, which a market model would postulate. The widely shared view that lawyers are hard to find
discouraged clients from changing lawyers, and it probably
locked some of them into relationships with lawyers which resulted in unsatisfactory service. The main obstacle to real choice
among lawyers is probably the "lay referral system," which
stands in lieu of a rational referral system. A second obstacle
may be economic, because the potential client has learned the
cost of his problem could range up to several hundred dollars.
He has learned that his neighbors and fellow workers do not
trust lawyers. Therefore, it was not surprising to find that
many clients considered bringing problems to lawyers but decided not to.
Generally, the data supported the four hypotheses proposed
in the Introduction. First, real property owners were in fact
exposed to more legal experience. Real estate matters were the
most frequent. They were also the cheapest to solve, and were
probably the least threatening. Some of the other problems
were actually real estate problems in disguise; for example,
divorce proceedings were sometimes initiated to clear up the
legal status of real estate. Real property problems were associated with more favorable attitudes toward lawyers. Those
with real estate problems showed the least distrust, perhaps
because they paid the lowest fees, or because they often had
higher incomes. Even the most favored groups among these
clients were victims of the anarchic system of access. They too
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felt that lawyers were hard to find and that lawyers would frequently reject them as clients. They too had to find out about
lawyers in a random and casual manner.
Second, the sample group tended to go to lawyers about
the most known and settled legal matters. This is an aspect of
the legal conservatism of this group. People with low incomes
which cannot readily be risked, and with little education and
experience in dealing with professionals, are not likely to define
as legally solvable more kinds of problems than they have been
forced to confront. This group took problems to lawyers as a
last resort and seldom ventured to utilize the law preventively.
It is true that the members of Local 229 did perceive themselves as having certain rights, which might in principle be
secured by vigorous and enterprising litigation, but this outlook
was relatively infrequent, and where present did not typically
result in approaching a lawyer.
Third, in the Introduction it was offered that in a group
that is differentiated by education and by age, one would
normally expect the best educated, youngest respondents to
overcome most easily the psychological or cultural obstacles to
seeing a lawyer. This did not occur: experience accumulated
with age and with certain property-related events in the indidividuals' lives. The young and best educated were by far the
most "open-minded" and least distrustful of lawyers, at least
until they had legal experience. After that they tended to resemble the rest of the group. Experience tended to nullify any
positive attitudes toward lawyers.
Fourth, it was proposed that a substantial portion of the
sample group would have a low level of "legal awareness,"
defined as the ability to distinguish matters capable of formal
authoritative resolution from matters which cannot be so resolved; in other words, awareness of situations in which a lawyer could, in principle, be useful in his normal professional
capacity. Generally, these respondents were neither baffled nor
ignorant; in fact, they were willing to grant that hypothetically
a lawyer might be useful in some unconventional "legal" situations presented to them by the interviewers. They frequently
regarded a lawyer as unhelpful in situations that sometimes do
result in litigation. One-fifth of the group, for example, felt a
lawyer would be of no help if a person were arrested for drunk
driving. This may reflect fatalism, cynicism, a feeling that those
arrested must be guilty, or real experiences with local justice.
It surely does not reflect an awareness of the full potential of
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lawyers, given that one has overcome the threshold problems
in finding one and paying his fee. The fee problem may be the
key here, for traffic matters cost an average of $173 in legal
fees, and criminal charges an average of $239. Who is to blame
a person of modest means for not using legal services aggressively, when aggressiveness means going to a lawyer? At best,
a lawyer may be a lesser evil, and the widespread distrust of
lawyers in this group may have a very rational basis in the
experiences of some of its members.
One of the more depressing findings of this study is that
legal awareness did not improve with legal experience. We
have no evidence that having been to a lawyer made the group
more aware of what lawyers might be able to accomplish, or
inspired them to use the law in a preventive way. Experience
did increase the proportion who knew a lawyer they could go
to, but this represents only the most rudimentary form of
awareness. Obviously, going to a lawyer makes it more likely
that the access problem will lessen; it does not make one's use
of the law less conservative. All one has gained is a knowledge
of a name, and a modicum of recognition from the lawyer; one
has not gained the resources or the will to utilize the lawyer
rationally. "Rational" use, for the client, means risking once
again a catastrophic fee or reentering a situation of dependence
through paternalism or charity. Rational use might even mean
changing lawyers, once again opening up the client to the ambiguities of the lay referral system. It is not surprising that
legal experience does not affect the legal conservatism of Local
229.
We have spoken of "legal awareness." This should be distinguished from "legal sophistication." Legal awareness has
been regarded as the ability to distinguish between those matters in which a lawyer could in principle be of help, and those
in which he could not. This definition makes no distinction
between those who utilize legal services in a traditional way
and those who desire to break new legal ground. It might be
well to propose that a new term, "legal sophistication," come
into currency. Legal sophistication includes not only the elements of "legal competence," which has been defined as one
part awareness and one part assertiveness, but also the further
dimension of "law reform." We may regard a person as legally
competent or legally aware if he knows what the law is in principle capable of doing, and if he is willing to assert his rights
before the law. Only if he is willing to extend the frontiers

LOW INCOME LEGAL CLIENTS

of his rights through litigation can he be regarded as "legally
sophisticated." In order to move from legal awareness and
competence to sophistication, he would utilize legal services in
such areas as "new property," discrimination law, housing and
landlord-tenant law, and welfare entitlement. He would, in
other words, break out of the conservative legal use patterns
that afflict most clients, and the poor especially.
Only in one area, did we find the glimmer of a trend toward
legal sophistication. Those with experience felt that a lawyer
would be useful in the event of racial discrimination in finding
a job, more so than those without experience. This may indicate
that legal conservatism does not have as strong a grip on the
sample group as it otherwise appears. Recognition of one's
rights is a necessary step in legal awareness and sophistication,
and in this area the findings of the present study were not universally negative.
The findings of this study would be pessimistic were it not
that Local 229 has recently begun a program of prepaid legal
services which promises to change many of the most objectionable features of the status quo. But to the extent that the experiences of Local 229 apply also to other low income, poorly
educated groups, the findings remain discouraging. By any
measure of legal sophistication, the members of Local 229 were
fundamentally unsophisticated, holding the narrow and rigid
view of the legal process that their distance from lawyers encouraged. It is difficult to speculate on the potential for raising
the level of legal sophistication-we do not know what it would
take, in terms of new systems of legal access, to crack the shell
of legal conservatism. It is obvious that, at the least, remedial
measures are needed to remove the threshold psychological and
financial barriers which keep large numbers of the near-poor
from the initial lawyer contact. As well, consideration might
be given to discovering the problems underlying the deep feelings of distrust for the legal profession among this group.
APPENDIX
SCEDULE I***
Introductory Sheet

Hello, I'm .......................................

.

,

an interview er for the Am eri-

can Bar Foundation. We are conducting a study of the legal insurance
***

The interview schedule is here presented exactly as it was used by the
American Bar Foundation research team and their interviewers. Spacing for interviewee response has been compressed to save space. - Ed.
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plan which you, as a member of Local 229, are about to participate in.
In order for us to study the plan, it is necessary that we ask you the
following questions before the plan goes into effect. Your answers to
the questions will be kept by the Foundation in the utmost confidence.
Even the people who administer the plan will not be able to identify
your answers to personal questions with your name. No answer that you
give here will affect your coverage or the amount of insurance you will
receive.
Note to Interviewer:
Check here after you read this introductory statement to the
respondent ......................
Questionnaire
N ame : ..............................................

---------....
In terv iew

A ddress: ----.------.............------------------------Interview er:

C o d e No ..-----------------------------------------------

--------------------.-------------------................-- D ate: -----------------........

Tim e Begin:

1. Have you ever taken a problem to a
service, such as legal aid, the public
federal prosecutor?
Yes ................ Ask Q. 2 No ................ Skip
[If "no," probe: "You mean you've
lawyer?"]

private lawyer or a free legal
defender, or the city, state, or
Q. 2 and Q. 3 and go on to Q. 4.
never had the services of a

2. How many problems have you taken to:
a) a private lawyer? --------------[actual number] b) legal aid? --.----------c) public defender? d) prosecutor? [Do not use this answer as the maximum number of problems you
should ask the respondent about, because his memory may be jogged
as he proceeds through the questionnaire. The answer given here is
to give you the minimum number of problems you should probe for.]
[For those who answered that they had taken problems to a lawyer or
free legal service (that is, those who answered "yes" to Q. 1), we are interested in obtaining detailed information about each problem, starting
with the most recent and working backwards.]
Statement to Respondent: You told me that you've been to a lawyer
with
problem(s). I'm going to ask you some questions about
each problem, starting with the last problem that you took to a lawyer.
3(A). (1) What was the last problem that you took to a lawyer?
[Give a brief description of the nature of the problem, preferably in the respondent's own words.]
Standard probe:
i)

Was this because of a disagreement or a problem with
another person?
Yes -------.-..
For non-criminal cases only, ask (2); otherwise go on to (3)
No -------- Skip (2) and go on to (3)

(2)

Did you or the other person go to a lawyer first?
-----------O ther Person -----------------------Respondent ------------------

(3)

When was the first time you went to a lawyer with that
p r o b le m? --------------------------------------..
..........................
Standard probes:
i) H ow lon g ago w as th at? -----------------------------------------ii) Was it within the last 12 months? Yes -----------No ------------

1972
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(4)

(5)

(6)

Did you go to only one lawyer for that problem?
Yes --------- Go on to (5) No ---------- Ask (A):
A. How many lawyers did you go to? - - - - - - - - --- - - - - -----......
What finally happened to this problem?
Standard probes:
i) Do you still have this problem?
Yes -------- Go on to (6) No -----------Ask Probe (ii)
ii) How was your problem solved?
[Go through (6) through (15) for each lawyer the respondent went to with this problem. Designate them L-1, L-2, etc.]
For this problem we want to know what things the lawyer
did for you. Please answer "yes" or "no" for each of the
following questions:
(a) Did he take the case?
Yes
Go on to (b)
No -------- Ask: "Did he do anything?"
Yes -------"What?"
No --------[Skip to (j) and ask (j) and (k)]
(b) Did he talk to you about your problem and give you
advice about its solution?
Yes -------- No - ----------Don't Know ...........
(c) Did he write any letters?
[This means all letters, whether to the respondent or
any third party.]
Yes -..--------No
-----------Don't Know
(d) Did he prepare any legal papers, other than a letter,
such as a contract, a will, or lease?
Y es -----------N o -- ------D on't K now -----------(e) In order to settle the matter or to move things along,
did he meet with the other person or the other person's
lawyer or talk with them on the phone?
Y es ----------N o -----------D on't K now ---------(f) Did he go to court for you?
Y es -----------N o -----------D on't K now -----------(g) Did he appear before some other government official
who had the power to decide this case?
Y es ............ N o ------------D on't K now ---------(h) Did he spend any time looking at the laws that deal
with your problem?
D on't Know ----------Y es
.............
N o ----------(i) Beyond talking to you, did he investigate any facts
himself?
Y es ----------N o -----------D on't Know
-----------(j) Did he refer you to someone else?
[We want to know all other people-not just other
lawyers]
Yes -----------Ask (j-1) No ............- Go on to (k)
Don't Know --------- Go on to (k)
(j-l ) W h o ? a )
----------------------------------------------------..-----b ) ...
...........
.......
.........
...
-..
.....
....
........ . . .
[If a proper name is given ask (j-2) for
each:)
(j-2) W h o is th is p erson ? a) .................................................
b ) ------------ -----------------.-.
----...
...
(k) Did he tell you he couldn't help you because your problem wasn't a legal one?
Y es ........... N o
-----------D on't K now ------------
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Did he do anything else?
Yes -------- Ask (a) No -------- Go on to (8)
Don't Know -------- Go on to (8)
(a)

(8)

(9)

- - - - - W hat did he do? ---------....-------------------------................... -

How much did he charge you? --------------[exact amount]
[Note: We want to know what the bill was - not how much
he paid.]
[If the case is still pending, ask (A):]
A. Do you know how much he will charge? ----------------------[If the fee given is a percentage of the recovery, record the
percentage, but also probe for a dollar amount for how much
the lawyer got and how much the respondent got.]
[If the fee is given as a percentage of the recovery, skip (9)
and (10) and go on to (11).]
Did you feel you were able to afford this?
Y es ..........- No

(10)

------------

How did you pay the bill?
A. Did you pay it from:
............ a) regular paycheck? ............ b) savings?
-----------c) borrowed money?
-----------d ) oth er (sp ecify ) -----..............-..

B.
(11)

(12)
(13)
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.......................... -.......

Did you pay the lawyer:
-----------a) in one lump sum? ------b) by installments?

W hat w as this law yer's name?

---------------------------------------------------

Don't Remember -----------Had you ever been to him before?
Y es -----------No -----------We are interested in how you happened to go to this lawyer.
How did you find out about him?
[Note: We want to know how he found out about this
lawyer the first time he went to him, so don't accept an
answer like "I went to him before." Probe to see how he
found out about him the first time.]
[Write down the respondent's exact words if possible. If he
should give you a proper name, ask: "Who is this person?"
When you have determined the relationship of his contact(s), check the appropriate box(es).
If he mentions more than one contact, ask: "Which one was
most important in choosing the lawyer?" and circle the
appropriate box.]
---------a) knew the lawyer
-----------b) co-worker
c) union;
-----------Who?
: What position?
----------d) em ployer

-----------e) social worker
f) friend
-----------or relative (other than co-worker)
-----------g) phone book
-----------h) lawyer reference plan of the Shreveport Bar
Association
.........
i) another lawyer [If you check this, ask (i-1) and
(i-2).]
----------j) oth e r

(sp e c ify )

----------- -------------.....-----------------------------

[If the respondent has given more than one contact, and you
have not already determined the most important contact, ask:
"Which one was most important in choosing this lawyer?"
and circle the appropriate box above.]
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(14)

(15)

(16)

3(B).

(1)

[If you have checked (i), "another lawyer," ask (i-1) and
(i-2). If (i) was not checked, go on to (14).]
- - - - -- ----------..........
.
(i-1) What was his name?
Don't Remember -........
(i-2) How did you find out about this lawyer?
[Remember:
We want to know how he found out about
this lawyer the first time.
Write down the respondent's exact words if possible.
If he should give you a proper name, ask: "Who is this
person?" When you have determined the relationship
of his contact(s), check the appropriate box(es).
If he mentions more than one contact, ask: "Which
one was most important in choosing this lawyer?" and
circle the appropriate box.]
------a) knew the lawyer
-----------b) co-worker
; What position?
c) union; Who? -----------d) employer
-------.--------------e) social worker
-----------f) friend or relative (other than co-worker)
-----------g) phone book
----------h) lawyer reference plan of the Shreveport Bar
Association
-----------i) another lawyer
-j) o th e r (sp e c ify ) -------------------------------------------------------[If the respondent has given more than one contact, and you
have not already determined the most important contact, ask:
"Which one was most important in choosing this lawyer?"
and circle the appropriate box above.]
For this problem if you had to make the choice over again,
would you go to the same lawyer?
Ask (15)
Yes -----------Skip (15) and go on to (16) No ----------Would you take this problem to a different lawyer?
A sk (a) No ----------A sk (b)
Yes -----------(a) Why would you take it to a different lawyer?
(b) Why not?
Are there any other problems that you've taken to a lawyer
or a free legal service?
Go on to 3(B)
Yes -----------Probe to be sure you've exhausted their legal
No -----------problems: "You took no other problems to a lawyer?" If
their answer is still "no," go on to Q. 5.
Think back to the problem you took to a lawyer or free
legal service just before the problem we've just discussed.
...------------..........
How long ago was that? ------------------------------Probe: Was it within the last 12 months?

Y es
(2)

(3)
(4)

.

No

---.......

What was your problem at that time?
[Give a brief description of the nature of the problem, preferably in the respondent's own words.]
Standard probe: i) Was this because of a disagreement or a
problem with another person?
Yes ----------For non-criminal cases only, ask (3); otherwise go
Skip (3) and go on to (4)
on to (4) No ----------Did you or the other person go to a lawyer first?
Other Person ..........................
.
Respondent ---------------------------..
Did you go to only one lawyer for that problem?

VOL. 49

DENVER LAW JOURNAL

(5)

(6)

Yes -----------Go on to (5)
No -----------Ask(A): A. How many lawyers did you go to? .........
What finally happened to this problem?
Standard probes: i) Do you still have this problem?
Yes------------Go on to (6) No -------Ask Probe (ii)
ii) How was your problem solved?
For this problem we want to know what things the lawyer
did for you. Please answer "yes" or "no" for each of the
following questions:
(a) Did he take the case?
Yes ----------Go on to (b)
No ----..-----Ask: "Did he do anything?"
Yes-----------"What?"
No ........... [Skip to (j) and ask (j) and (k)]
(b) Did he talk to you about your problem and give you
advice about its solution?
Y es

-.--------N o -----------D on't K

now ------------

(c)

Did he write any letters?
[This means all letters, whether to the respondent or any
third party.]
Yes-----------No---------- Don't Know ............
(d) Did he prepare any legal papers, ocher than a letter,
such as a contract, a will, or a lease?
Yes............ No-----------Don't Know -----------(e) In order to try to settle the matter or to move things
along, did he meet with the other person or the other
person's lawyer or talk with them on the phone?
Yes

(f)
(g)
(h)

Yes-

(i)
(j)

-..........
No

-..........
D on't

Know ...........

Did he go to court for you?
Yes-----------No -----------Don't Know -----------Did he appear before some other government official
who had the power to decide this case?
Yes_------ - --No-------Don't Know ............
Did he spend any time looking at the laws that deal
with your problem?
--.--

No

----------Don't

Beyond talking to
himself?
Yes -----------No---------.
Did he refer you to
[We want to know
lawyers]

Know ------

you, did he investigate any facts
Don't Know -----------someone else?
all other people- not just other

Go on to (k)
Yes - ----------Ask (j-l) No -----------Go on to (k)
Don't Know ----------(j-l) Who? a)

j-2)

[If a proper name is given ask (j -2) for
each:]
Who is this person? a) ................................................
b)

(7)

--

....................................

(k) Did he tell you he couldn't help you because your
problem wasn't a legal one?
Yes ----------No .......-.. Don't Know ............
Did he do anything else?
Yes -----------Ask (a)

No

----------Go on

to (8)

Don't Know -----------Go on to (8)
--------------------(a) What did he do? ----------------------------------------

1972

LOW INCOME LEGAL CLIENTS
(8)

(9)
(10)

(11)
(12)
(13)

[exact amount.]
How much did he charge you? ---------------[Note: we want to know what the bill was - not how much
he paid.]
[If the case is still pending, ask(A):]
A. "Do you know how much he will charge?" -[If the fee given is a percentage of the recovery, record the
percentage, but also probe for a dollar amount for how
much the lawyer got and how much the respondent got.]
[If the fee is given as a percentage of the recovery, skip (9)
and (10) and go on to (11).]
Did you feel you were able to afford this?
N o -----------Y es -----------How did you pay the bill?
A. Did you pay it from:
a) regular paycheck?
----------------------b) savings?
----------c) borrowed money?
........... d) other (specify)
B. Did you pay the lawyer:
-----------a) in one lump sum? ........... b) by installments?
-What was this lawyer's name?
Don't Remember ---Had you ever been to him before?
Y es -.......... N o .. ........
We are interested in how you happened to go to this lawyer.
How did you find out about him?
[Note: We want to know how he found out about this
lawyer the first time he went to him, so don't accept an
answer like "I went to him before." Probe to see how he
found out about him the first time.]
[Write down the respondent's exact words if possible. If he
should give you a proper name, ask: "Who is this person?"
When you have determined the relationship of his contact(s), check the appropriate box(es).
If he mentions more than one contact, ask: "Which one was
most important in choosing this lawyer?" and circle the
appropriate box.]
[If you have already gone through the contacts for this
lawyer on another problem, do not go through them again.
Skip to (14).]
-----------a) knew the lawyer
b) co-worker
------..---; W hat position? - ----------c) union; W ho?
.......
----..-----d) em ployer
......... e) social worker
-----------f) friend or relative (other than co-worker)
-----------g) phone book
-----------h) lawyer reference plan of the Shreveport Bar
Association
-----------i) another lawyer [If you check this, ask (i-1) and
(i-2).]
j) other (specify)
-----------[If the respondent has given more than one contact, and you
have not already determined the most important contact,
ask: "Which one was most important in choosing this lawyer?" and circle the appropriate box above.]
[If you have checked (i), "another lawyer," ask (i-1) and (i-2).
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If (i) was not checked, go on to (14).]
- -- - - -- - -- - -- - -- - - -- -- - -- ---------------------(i-1) W hat was his nam e? ----Don't Remember -----------(i-2) How did you find out about this lawyer?
[Remember: We want to know how he found out
about this lawyer the first time.
Write down the respondent's exact words, if possible.
If he should give you a proper name, ask: "Who is
this person?" When you have determined the relationship of his contact(s), check the appropriate
box(es).
If he mentions more than one contact, ask: "Which
one was most important in choosing this lawyer?" and
circle the appropriate box.]
....
a) knew the lawyer
---------.
b) co-worker
- ; What position? ---------------.------c) union; Who?
..........-d) employer
..
. e) social worker
-----------f) friend or relative (other than co-worker)
-----------g) phone book
-----------h) lawyer reference plan of the Shreveport Bar
Association
---..-.---

(14)
(15)

(16)

i)

another lawyer

......... ......... ....
--------.-.j) o th e r (sp e c ify ) ------------. ---------------------......
[If the respondent has given more than one contact, and you
have not already determined the most important contact, ask:
"Which one was most important in choosing this lawyer?"
and circle the appropriate box above.]
For this problem, if you had to make the choice over again,
would you go to the same lawyer?
Ask (15)
Yes ----------Skip (15) and go on to (16) No-----------Would you take this problem to a different lawyer?
Ask (b)
Yes ------ Ask (a) No
(a) Why would you take it to a different lawyer?
(b) Why not?
Are there any other problems that you've taken to a lawyer
or a free legal service?
Yes ----------Continue with the supplemental sets provided for
question 3. Label the extra sets used (C), (D), etc. until you
have exhausted the respondent's legal experiences. Also
write the interview number on each supplemental set.
Attach the extra sets to the back of the questionnaire after
they have been properly labeled and indicate the letter
of the last problem reported here: ------------------------------No ----------Probe to be sure you've exhausted their legal

4(A).

problems: "You took no other problems to a lawyer?" If
their answer is still "no," go on to Q. 5.
[Note: Q. 4 is to be asked only of those who did not report taking any problems to a lawyer - that is, those who answered "no"
to Q.1.]
Do you know a lawyer you could go to if you needed one?
Yes -----------Skip 4(B), and go on to Q .5
No --------

4(B).
5.

Ask 4(B)

How would you find a lawyer you could go to if you needed one?
Have you ever had a problem you thought at the time a lawyer
might be able to help with, but you didn't go to a lawyer?
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6(B).
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Yes -----------Go on to Q.6(A)
No ............ Probe: "Haven't you ever thought of using a lawyer's
services, but didn't?"
[If the respondent's answer is still "no," skip Q. 6 and go on to
Q.7.]
(1) When was the last time you had a problem you thought at
the time a lawyer might help you with, but you didn't go to
--------------- - - - --------------------..
.....
................
a law yer? ---------.-.----Standard probes: i) How long ago was that? ii) Was it within the last 12 months?
Y es-----------No -..........
(2) What was your problem at that time?
[Give a brief description of the nature of the problem, preferably in the respondent's own words.]
Standard probes:
i) Was this because of a disagreement or a problem with
another person?
Yes ---...-.--For non-criminal cases only, ask (ii); otherwise go on to (3)
Go on to (3)
No ----------ii) Did the other person have a lawyer?
N o -----------D on't K now -----------Y es -----------(3) Why didn't you take this problem to a lawyer?
(4) Do you still have this problem?
Y es -..........N o ...........
(5) Are there any other problems you thought at the time a
lawyer might help you with, but you didn't go to a lawyer?
---Go on to 6(B)
Yes -----Skip 6(B) and go on to Q. 7.
No -----------Think back to the next most recent problem that you
thought at the time a lawyer might help you with, but you
didn't take it to a lawyer.
Standard probes:
------...................
i) H ow long ago was that? ----------------------------ii) Was it within the last 12 months?
Continue with 6(B)
Yes -----------No -..........Skip the rest of the 6(B), and go on to Q. 7.
[We are interested in the details only of those additional
problems that fell within the last 12 months. We want the
details of the most recent problem regardless of when it
occurred, but additional problems should be recorded only
if they happened within the last year.]
(2) What was your problem at that time?
[Give a brief description of the nature of the problem, preferably in the respondent's own words.]
Standard probes:
i) Was this because of a disagreement or a problem with
another person?
For non-criminal cases only, ask (ii); otherYes----------wise go on to (3)
Go on to (3)
No ----------(1)

Did the other person have a lawyer?
N o............ D on't K now -----------Y es ---.-.-.---.
(3) Why didn't you take this problem to a lawyer?
(4) Do you still have this problem?
No -----------Yes -----------ii)
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Are there any other problems you thought at the time a
lawyer might help you with, but you didn't go to a lawyer?
Continue with the supplemental sets provided for
Yes -------question 6. Label the extra sets used (C), (D), etc. until you
have exhausted the respondent's memory. Also write the
interview number on each supplemental set. Attach the
extra sheets to the back of the questionnaire after they
have been properly labeled and indicate the letter of the
--------last problem reported here: --------------------------------------Go on to Q. 7
No------------

I'm going to read some statements about lawyers. For each
statement, please tell me whether you agree or disagree.
If the respondent's answer is anything other than a
[Note:
clear "agree" or "disagree," check the "No Answer" category and
record the respondent's statement. Don't press him to make up
his mind.]
a)

Most of the time, lawyers charge too much.
No Answer ..........
Agree -........ Disagree ------------

b)

Lawyers usually can't be trusted.
No A nsw er
Disagree -----------A gree -----------

c)

It's hard to understand lawyers.
N o A nsw er -----------D isagree -----------A gree -----------[In (d), use the word "black" only for black respondents.]

d)

Most lawyers wouldn't want a (black) laborer as a client.
No Answer -----------Agree -........... Disagree -------------

e)

It's hard to find a lawyer when you need one.
No A nsw er -----------............
D isagree
A gree ----------A lawyer wouldn't be able to understand you.
No Answer -----------Disagree -----------Agree ------------

f)

----------

8.

How much do you think it would cost just to talk over a problem with a lawyer for half an hour?
[Record the respondent's first response to this question, word
for word if possible.]
[Where his answer does not fit into one of these ranges, hand
him the card with the ranges on it, and ask him to decide which
one range is closest to his original estimate. Read the categories
to him as he looks at the card, and record his final answer
below.]
Over $50 ------$26-$30 -----------N othing ......... $11-$15 ----------$31-$40 .-----------.---------$16-$20
$1 - $5 ...........
$41-$50 -----------$6 -$10 -------$21-$25 ------------

9.

How much do you think it should cost just to talk over a probwith a lawyer for half an hour?
[Record the respondent's first response to this question, word
for word if possible.]
[Where his answer does not fit into one of these ranges, ask
him to look at the card with the ranges on it again and decide
which one range is closest to his original estimate. Read the
categories to him as he looks at he card, and record his final
answer below.]
O ver $50 -------$11-$15 --------- $26-$30 ------------N othing ---------$31-$40 -----------$16-$20 ----------$1 - $5-----------$41-$50 ............
$21-$25 ............
$6 -$10 ...........-
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I'm going to read some situations people are faced with. We
would like to know when you think lawyers can be helpful.
We'd also like to know when you think other people can be
helpful. Please understand that since different people have
different views, there are no correct answers.
(1) A person is going to buy a house.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Go on to the next situation
Ask B No -------------Yes -----B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Ask C
Someone Else Too ----------Only a Lawyer-........... Go on to the next situation
else or a
C. Who would be the most helpful -someone

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

lawyer?
Lawyer -----------Someone Else ----------A person is unhappy with his marriage, and he wants to
talk it over with someone else to see whether or not he
should give his marriage another try.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Ask B No ........... Go on to the next situation
Yes -----------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too ........... Ask C
Go on to the next situation
Only a Lawyer -----------C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Lawyer -----------Someone Else --------A person has some belongings that he wants to leave to
his family and friends when he dies.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Ask B No ...........-Go on to the next situation
Yes -----------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too ----- Ask C
Only a Lawyer ...........- Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Lawyer -----------Someone Else -----------A person has been threatened with eviction because he has
been complaining to the landlord about dangerous electrical
wiring.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Go on to the next situation
Ask B No -----------Yes -----------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too ........... Ask C
Go on to the next situation
Only a Lawyer -----------C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Lawyer -----------Someone Else -----------A person has loaned his car to a friend, and the friend now
refuses to return it.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Go on to the next situation
Yes .......... Ask B No -----------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Ask C
Someone Else Too -----------Go on to the next situation
Only a Lawyer -----------C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else ........... Lawyer ------------
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(6)

The unemployment office has turned down an application
for unemployment compensation which a person has a
right to receive.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Yes ...........
Ask B No --------Go on to the next situation
B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too ......... Ask C
Only a Lawyer .---------Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else............. Lawyer -----------

(7)

A person has lost his wallet.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Yes ----------..
Ask B No........ Go on to the next situation
B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too. ---------Ask C
Only a Lawyer ----------Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful- someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else -----------Lawyer ------------

(8)

A divorced woman who has kept the children for a year has
now been told by her ex-husband that he wants the
children.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Yes ----------....
Ask B No............ Go on to the next situation
B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too...----- Ask C
Only a Lawyer .......... Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful- someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else -----------Lawyer----------

(9)

A person's child has been suspended from school because
of his haircut.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Yes -----------Ask B No. ...
Go on to the next situation
B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too ......... Ask C
Only a Lawyer -----------Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else -----------Lawyer----------

(10)

A person's new car breaks down two days after he buys it,
and the dealer refuses to fix it.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Yes ............ Ask B No ---. Go on to the next situation
B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too ............Ask C
Only a Lawyer -----------Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else-.-..- Lawyer ------------

(11)

Because of his race, a person has not gotten a job he
applied for.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Yes............ Ask B No............ Go on to the next situation

LOW INCOME LEGAL CLIENTS
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Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Ask C
Someone Else Too -----------Go on to the next situation
Only a Lawyer -----------C. Who would be the most helpful- someone else or a
lawyer?
Lawyer -----------Someone Else -------.....
A person has borrowed money and is asked by the lender
to pay more than he owes, beyond the original amount and
interest.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Go on to the next situation
Ask B No ---.....
Yes ----------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Ask C
Someone Else Too ----------Only a Lawyer -------Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Lawyer .----------Someone Else ----------The person who borrowed the money in the last situation
is now being sued for the amount claimed by the lender,
even though he doesn't owe that much.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Ask B No ......-... Go on to the next situation
Yes ..--------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Ask C
Someone Else Too ----------Only a Lawyer ............ Go on to the next situation
C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else . ...... Lawyer ............
A person has been arrested for driving while drunk.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Go on to the next situation
Ask B No ----------Yes -----------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too............ Ask C
Go on to the next situation
Only a Lawyer -----------C. Who would be the most helpful-someone else or a
lawyer?
Someone Else .. ......... Lawyer ..........
A person lives on a street where heavy, fast traffic is a
danger to his children.
A. Can a lawyer be of any help?
Go on to the next situation
Ask B No -----------Yes -----------B. Can someone else help, too, or only a lawyer?
Someone Else Too -..........Ask C
Go on to the next situation
Only a Lawyer .---------else or a
C. Who would be the most helpful -someone
lawyer?
Lawyer ...........
Someone Else ----------B.

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

11.

I'm going to read a list of problems and I'd like you to tell me
whether or not you've ever had these problems.
[Don't fill in the last two columns - whether or not the problem
was within the last 12 months and whether or not the respondent
went to a lawyer about that problem - until you have gone
through the 14 problems to determine whether or not the
respondent has had any of these problems. Then go back for all
"yeses" and complete the last two columns.]
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Had
Problem?
No
Yes

(1) Have you ever had an automobile
accident?
[If yes, ask (A):]
A. Were you covered by insurance
at the time?
Yes ........... ; No -----------(2) Have you ever had a serious probwith your landlord?
(3) Has your employer ever withheld
part of your wages for debts you
hadn't paid to others?
(4) While working on your job, have you
ever had an injury that needed a
doctor's care?
(5) Has anything that you have bought
on a time purchase installment plan
ever been repossessed?
[If yes, ask (A):]
A. Rightfully or wrongfully?
Rightfully ............
Wrongfully ..........
(6) Have you made a will?
(7) Have you ever bought anything new
that was in bad condition or wouldn't
work when you got it home, and the
seller refused to repair or replace it?
(8) Have you ever bought anything on
time purchase where the amount that
you were told you owed was greater
than the amount you thought you
owed?
(9) Have you ever bought a house or
land?
(10) Have you ever inherited any money
or property?
(11) Have you or anyone in your immediate family ever been arrested?
[If yes, briefly describe the most
serious situation.]
(12) Because of your race, have you ever
had trouble in getting a job or finding a place to live?
(13) Have you ever had a hard time collecting money that was owed to you?
(14) Have you ever been denied money or
other benefits by a government
agency when you felt you were entitled to them?
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[Wherever the respondent said "yes" above, go back and ask these two
questions: 1) "Was that within the last 12 months?"; and 2) "Did a
lawyer help you with that problem?" Then check the appropriate boxes
for each question. If you find any problems a lawyer helped him with
you haven't already covered in Q.3, use additional supplemental sets
for each newly discovered problem, and indicate the number of suppleCross out the "3( )" on the supmental sets you used here: -------------------plemental sets and label them ll(A), 11(B), etc. Also write the interview number on each supplmental set.]
[Note: Please fill in the respondent's race and sex by observation.]
Female -----------12.
Sex: Male -----------13.

14.
15.
16.

17.

Black -----------W hite ------------

Race:

[If the respondent is a female, substitute the word or words in
parentheses in the following questions.]
Statement to Respondent: I'm now going to ask you some questions about your personal history.
How old are you? ---------.--.......
What was the last grade in school you completed? .......................
Are you married?
Yes -----------Ask Q. 17
No -----------Skip Q. 17 and go on to Q. 18
A. How old is your wife (husband)?
B. Are you living with your wife (husband)? ----------------------Yes............ Skip (C) and (D) and go to to (E)
No -----------Ask (C) and (D)

Are you legally separated?
N o - ---........
Y es -----------D. Do you give her (Does he give you) any money?
Y es ..------N o ----------E. Have you ever been married before?
Yes -----------Go on to (F)
Skip (F) and Q. 18 and go on to Q. 19
No ---------How many times were you married before this present
F. (i)
marriage?
(ii) How did each of your prior marriages end?
[Record as divorced, separated, widowed, etc. We don't
want any long stories.]
C.

............ 4- ---------------------..
--------..
1.
-.-.
. ..........
.. . ..
5 -........................
-----------.-...
- -----2 . .-- - - - - -- - -- ------6 . .........................................
3 - - - - - --.
-----------------------------------

Do you pay (receive) alimony or child support?
[Ask this question for each marriage. If "yes" for any
marriage, ask: "Did a court order you (him) to?" and
check the appropriate space below.]
By Court Order
Alimony or Support
No
Yes
No
Yes

(iii)

1 -.-- .... ..-...
2 - ..-----.-.--

5
.--..
6 - ..--

......--

..--------..

-----------. .

[Skip Q. 18 and go on to Q. 19.1

. .

.

--.

DENVER LAW JOURNAL
18.

VOL.

49

Have you ever been married?
-- Continue with this question
Yes ------

Skip the rest of this question and go on to Q. 19
No --.-------------(i) How many times were you married? --------------------------(ii) How did each marriage end?
[Record as divorced, separated, widowed, etc. We don't
want any long stories.]
------------------------1.
4 ___
4.

~~5
----------------------

2.

-----

6. ---3 -------------------(iii) Do you pay (receive) alimony or child support?
[Ask his question for each marriage. If "yes" for any marriage, ask: "Did a court order you (him) to?" and check the
appropriate spaces below.]
By Court Order
Alimony or Support
No
Yes
No
Yes
1.

- - ----

4.

19.

20.
21.
22.

Do you have any children?
Yes------- Continue with the rest of this question
No ------- Skip the rest of this question and go on to Q. 20
-i) How many children do you have?
(ii) How old are they?
...
9 - ...
...
...
7. ................
5. ................
........--------.
3-.------18..
..---------1 0 .................
6 - ....------...
4. ................
2. ...............
[If any of the children fall between the ages of 19 through
23, ask for each of those children: "Are they now attending
high school or college?" If "yes," put a "Y" by that child's
age above. If "no," put a "! " by that child's age.]
How many people other than your wife (husband) and children
live in your household and depend on you (or your husband)
------------------..............................
.--for their support? ----- ----------------------How m uch did you earn in 1969? ...................................
Does your wife (husband) work?
Yes

23.

A.

24.
25.

26.

Ask
-----------

Ask (A)
(A) No -----------.

-A. How much did she (he) earn in 1969?
Did you have income from any other source in 1969, such as
farming, disability benefits, or unemployment compensation?
Go on to Q. 24
Ask (A) No -----------Yes-----.-.---..

-----------Ho w m u ch in 19 69 ? ------------------------------------------------

Do you own your own home or do you rent?
[Even if they are still paying on it, consider it "own."]
(sp ecify )
---------------------------------O th er -------------R en t ............
O wn -----------Do you own any motor vehicles, such as cars, motorcycles,
tractors, trucks, etc.?
Describe each-for instance, make and model of carsYes ...........
below. No-----Do you have a savings account?
No .........
Yes------------

TIME END : -------------------

..
---------------------

NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: Do you have any comments? If so, write
them in the space below.

